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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. EWING).

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 22, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS W.
EWING to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We pray, O gracious God, that all the
good values of daily living will come to
us and nurture us along the way. While
we pray for the wonders of faith and
hope and love, our prayer is that our
lives will be encouraged by the mar-
velous gifts that have come from You,
our creator and redeemer, and from the
lives of those near to us.

May we, O God, so live our lives in
response to these blessings that our
words and deeds will be marked by a
spirit of thanksgiving and praise, of ap-
preciation and adoration for all the
wondrous benedictions we have re-
ceived and for the kindness and gen-
erosity of our colleagues, our family
and our friends.

In Your name we pray. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. LEE led the Pledge of Allegiance
as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes on
each side.

f

WORLDWIDE HEROIN CRISIS

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, the world
is now awash in deadly heroin. Last
week, the New York Times reported
that Afghanistan now produces three-
quarters of the world’s supply of
opium, the basic ingredient for heroin.
Production is soaring under Taliban
control, and another 270 tons of heroin
may be available from the coming
bumper opium crop in Afghanistan.

In addition, we have Burmese heroin
aplenty, and here at home we are
awash in Colombian heroin that is
purer, cheaper, and ever more deadly
than we all have seen in the past.

Today, the United States heroin mar-
ket, especially along the East Coast, is
dominated by this Colombian heroin,
while Europe is facing the massive
Asian flood of heroin; and with a recent
new twist, our European friends are
also seeing more and more Colombian
cocaine as well.

All of this opium and heroin produc-
tion flourishes, especially where there
is no government or weaker, ineffec-

tive government unable or unwilling to
control illicit narcotics. This is a col-
lective challenge for the international
community which must and has an ob-
ligation to face collectively for the
benefit of our children.

f

NEW WORLD BILL COLLECTORS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
U.N. says we owe them a billion dollars
and if we do not pay we will lose our
vote. The U.N. also said they accepted
three new member countries. All three
are smaller than the hometowns of my
colleagues. One has 8,000 people.

Now, if that is not enough to tax our
peacekeeping, check this out. These
three countries will have three votes.
We will still have one vote.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. The truth
is the United Nations owes Uncle Sam
$6 billion for saving their international
assets year in and year out.

I say it is time for Congress to tell
these New World bill collectors to
shove their debt up their charter.
Think about that.

I yield back the big vote we will lose
at the United Nations.

f

BROAD-BASED TAX RELIEF IS
BEST ANSWER

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the aver-
age working family in Nevada toiled
until May 14 of this year just to pay
their tax bill. Now, this seems not only
unbelievable but unconscionable, as
well. However, it is true, and here is
why:

Mr. Speaker, Americans are paying a
record-high 21 percent of their gross
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domestic product in taxes, the highest
since World War II according to the
Congressional Budget Office.

The average U.S. household will pay
approximately $5,307 more in taxes to
their Government than it needs over
the next 10 years according to the Con-
gressional Research Service.

The typical American working fam-
ily pays more than 38 percent of its in-
come in total taxes, more than it
spends on food, clothing, and shelter
combined. The average household pays
$9,445 in federal income taxes alone,
which is twice what it paid in 1985.

Is it any wonder that Americans feel
as though they are working harder
than ever but cannot seem to get
ahead?

Broad-based tax relief is the best an-
swer. Working families should not be
working for Washington. Rather, Wash-
ington should be working for families.

I yield back any change we have in
our pockets.

f

GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Speaker, another
week in America, another mass shoot-
ing. Seven people killed at Ft. Worth,
Texas, four of them children. Every
day 13 children are killed by guns in
America. Yet, this Congress does noth-
ing.

Opponents to gun safety laws say
that no law could have prevented the
Ft. Worth tragedy. They may be right.
But just because we cannot save all of
the children does not mean we should
not try to save any of our children.

Hundreds of children have died since
the tragedy at Columbine High School,
when Congress promised to act.

Today I join my colleagues to pay
tribute to some of those children and
to urge the congressional leadership to
pass gun safety legislation in their
memory.

April Bonita Turner, age 18, killed by
gunfire on April 20, 1999, Washington,
D.C.; Courtney Bradley, age 18, killed
by gunfire on April 22, 1999, St. Louis,
Missouri; James Walton, age 16, killed
by gunfire on April 22, 1999, St. Louis,
Missouri; Pierre David, age 18, killed
by gunfire on April 28, 1999, Detroit,
Michigan; Sheldon Jones, age 17, killed
by gunfire on April 28, 1999, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Tonetta Smith, age 16,
killed by gunfire on April 29, 1999,
Washington, D.C.

f

NATIONAL MINORITY
ENTREPRENEURS OF THE YEAR
(Mrs. WILSON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, tonight
in Washington, D.C., the country will
recognize nine national minority entre-
preneurs of the year. Of those nine, two
come from Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Miguel Rios started Orion Inter-
national Technologies in 1985 and has
grown that company to 140 employees
and $9 million in revenue providing en-
gineering and systems integration
services for lasers at White Sands Mis-
sile Range and Air Force Research Lab-
oratory. He is one of the Nation’s top
Hispanic high-tech firms.

Tito Bonano started Beta Corpora-
tion in 1993 to provide radioactive
waste management services and has
branched into computer services, as
well. Both of these national minority
entrepreneurs of the year formerly
worked at Sandia National Labora-
tories in Albuquerque, and Tito has
also had his business named as one of
the top 10 of New Mexico’s Flying 40,
the fastest growing high-tech firms.

We are all proud of them as Ameri-
cans and as New Mexicans and we
honor them today.

f

YOUTH VIOLENCE PLAGUES OUR
INNER CITIES

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, youth vio-
lence has plagued our inner cities for
years. Legislators, community activ-
ists, parents, and teachers have all
called for a comprehensive solution.

Homicide is the leading cause of
death among black males age 15 to 24.
Unfortunately, now gun violence is
now happening everywhere. We must
pass gun safety legislation now. Access
to guns by children and criminals
should end.

Let us remember all children who
have been killed by gunfire. I call to
the attention of my colleagues those
who have been killed since the Col-
umbine tragedy:

Pablo Vega, age 18, killed by gunfire
on May 4, 1999, Detroit, Michigan; Er-
nest Troche, age 17, killed by gunfire
on May 8, 1999, Bridgeport, Con-
necticut; Salvador Galioto, Jr., age 13,
killed by gunfire on May 9, 1999, Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin; Tyquan Miller, age
9, killed by gunfire on May 16, 1999,
Richmond, Virginia; Brad Crouse, age
15, killed by gunfire on May 19, 1999,
Hillsboro, Wisconsin; Edward Belton,
age 18, killed by gunfire on May 21,
1999, St. Louisiana, Missouri; George
Camacho, age 14, killed by gunfire on
May 22, 1999, San Bernardino, Cali-
fornia.

f

PRESIDENT RELEASES FALN
TERRORISTS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, last week
the President of the United States re-
leased the FALN terrorists from prison
onto the streets. These terrorists com-
mitted heinous crimes and were con-
victed of robbery, sedition, and con-

spiracy. We even have pictures of them
actually making bombs. The President
somehow trusts these terrorists that
they will now do the right thing.

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to the
American taxpayers deciding for them-
selves how to spend their own money,
the President does not trust them. The
President prefers to continue letting
the bureaucracy in Washington dictate
how Americans’ hard-earned money is
spent.

This is what President Clinton said
earlier this year: ‘‘So the question is,
what do we do with the surplus? We
could give it all back and hope you
spend it right.’’

How about that? The President can
only hope the American people would
do the right thing. That is outrageous,
Mr. Speaker. The President trusts
FALN terrorists. He trusts the federal
bureaucracy here in Washington. But
he does not trust the American people
with their own money.

What is next? The Unabomber on the
street?

f

GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, in
my hometown of Evanston, Illinois, I
have been to three funerals in recent
months. I have cried with grieving par-
ents bearing their children because of
senseless gun violence. To honor the
memories of those children, I pledge
my support for gun safety legislation
and continue the roll call of names of
children who have been killed by gun-
fire since Columbine:

Susie King, age 11, killed by gunfire
on May 23, 1999, West Lampeter, Penn-
sylvania; Lee Brown, age 16, killed by
gunfire on May 27, 1999, Forest Park,
Georgia; Armando Garcia, age 16,
killed by gunfire on May 28, 1999, San
Bernardino, California; Angela
Yglesias, age 18, killed by gunfire May
28, 1999, Detroit, Michigan; Antonio
Munoz, age 17, killed by gunfire on May
30, 1999, Providence, Rhode Island; Iris
Turull, age 3, killed by gunfire on May
31, 1999, Bronx, New York; Daron
Mitchell, age 18, killed by gunfire on
May 31, 1999, Akron, Ohio; Allen
Darrington, age 17, killed by gunfire on
June 1, 1999, Kansas City.

f

ELIMINATION OF THE MARRIAGE
TAX PENALTY

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, is it
right, is it fair that under our tax code
married working couples pay more in
taxes just because they are married? Is
it right, is it fair that 21 million mar-
ried working couples pay higher taxes
than identical couples with identical
incomes who live together outside of
marriage? Of course it is wrong.
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Let me introduce to my colleagues

Michelle and Shad Hallihan, public
school teachers from Joliet, Illinois.
They suffer the marriage tax penalty.
Twenty-one million married working
couples pay an average $1,400 more in
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried.

Now, $1,400 in Joliet, Illinois, where
Shad and Michelle live, is one year’s
tuition at Joliet Junior College. It is 3
months of day-care at a local child care
center. It is also several months’ worth
of car payments.

This Republican Congress believes we
should eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty. We passed legislation as part of
the Financial Freedom Act, our tax
cut, to eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty for a majority of those who suffer
it, people like Michelle and Shad
Hallihan.

My colleagues, the question is will
the President join with us? Does he
want to spent the money here in Wash-
ington, or does he want to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty?

Mr. President, sign the tax cut. Let
us eliminate the marriage tax penalty
for Michelle and Shad Hallihan.

f

HOW MANY MORE CHILDREN’S
LIVES WILL END BY GUNFIRE?

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, how
many more children’s lives will be
ended by gunfire? How many more
tears will parents shed?

b 1015

Mr. Speaker, it is time to act. We
must pass gun safety legislation now.

Mr. Speaker, I am here to continue
the roll of names of children who have
been killed by gunfire since Columbine:

Dominic E. Johnson, age 16, killed by
gunfire on June 1, 1999, St. Louis, Mis-
souri;.

A.J. Flores, age 13, killed by gunfire
on June 2, 1999, Grand Prairie, Texas;.

William Floyd, age 18, killed by gun-
fire on June 2, 1999, Washington, D.C.;.

Ricky Salizar, age 12, killed by gun-
fire on June 2, 1999, Roswell, New Mex-
ico;.

Rodney Nelson, age 17, killed by gun-
fire on June 3, 1999, Detroit, Michigan.

f

DEFEAT H.R. 1402, CONSOLIDATION
OF MILK MARKETING ORDERS

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, for
62 years dairy farmers in the upper
Midwest have been placed at a com-
petitive disadvantage. For 62 years we
have received less for our milk simply
because we are closer to Eau Claire,
Wisconsin. No other product in Amer-
ica is priced based on where it comes
from and what it goes into, only milk.

In response to this, a couple of years
ago Congress authorized the Secretary
of Agriculture to come up with modest
reforms. Dairy farmers have spoken.
They voted in a plebescite to endorse
Secretary Glickman’s modest proposal.

Mr. Speaker, out in the Midwest we
have an expression: A deal is a deal;
and a bargain is a bargain.

The farmers have spoken, but unfor-
tunately we are going to have a great
debate today to undo those modest re-
forms.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please as
we listen to this debate today, we
should vote our consciences, not the
special interests, defeat H.R. 1402.

f

THIS CONGRESS WILL NOT PASS
REAL GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, today I stand here to offer the
names of dead children, the names of
children who were killed by guns since
Columbine. I represent the mothers
whose tears will not dry and the fa-
thers who have broken hearts because
of the loss of their children because
this Congress will not pass real gun
safety reform.

So this morning, Mr. Speaker, I am
here to continue the roll of our dead
children:

Robert J. Prough, age 13, killed by
gunfire on June 4, 1999, Beaver Dam,
Wisconsin;

Maurice Jiles, age 18, killed by gun-
fire on June 5, 1999, Gary, Indiana;

Joseph Sweeney, age 18, killed by
gunfire on June 5, 1999, Washington,
D.C.;

Lawanza Robinson, age 18, killed by
gunfire on June 16, 1999, Detroit, Michi-
gan;

Blaine Reeves, age 15, killed by gun-
fire on June 9, 1999, Atlanta, Georgia;

Raphael Rivera, age 14, killed by gun-
fire on June 10, 1999, Harrisburg, Penn-
sylvania;

Shannon Smith, age 14, killed by
gunfire on June 14, 1999, Phoenix, Ari-
zona;

Brandon Williams, age 3, killed by
gunfire on June 15, 1999, Hollywood,
Florida.

f

PORKER OF THE WEEK AWARD

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. A study from the Gen-
eral Accounting Office reveals that
President Clinton’s trips last year to
Africa, China, and Chile cost more than
$72 million. The President’s six-nation
tour of Africa required advanced, 10
separate advance, trips to arrange the
itinerary, 1300 military and civilian of-
ficials, more than 200 White House
aides, 13 helicopters and enough equip-
ment to require 98 air cargo missions,
all at a cost of $43 million. A 10-day

trip to China costs nearly $19 million,
and a 4-day regional summit in Chile
had a $10.8 million price tag. Of the 72.1
million total for these three trips, 84
percent was charged to the Defense De-
partment.

At a time when Bill Clinton is gut-
ting defense budgets and asking for
military personnel to do more with less
it is offensive that he draws tens of
millions of dollars for presidential
trips that yield very little. Instead of
perpetuating the 13-year downward de-
fense spending cycle this administra-
tion has continually promoted, Clinton
should build up America’s military
that he so readily uses.

Does not it appear excessive to pin
$72 million on three trips billed as
goodwill tours? Bill Clinton gets my
‘‘Porker of the Week Award.’’

f

WHO WOULD HAVE THOUGHT
THERE WOULD EVER BE A CON-
GRESS LIKE THIS ONE?
(Ms. NORTON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, who
would have thought that our country
would ever see so much gun carnage?
Who would have thought that the
killings would spread from districts
like mine to districts of all my col-
leagues? Who would have thought there
would ever be a Congress like this one
who would have done nothing about
the killing of children like those whose
names I read killed since Columbine?

Lee Martindale, age 14, killed by gun-
fire on June 17, 1999, St. Louis, Mis-
souri;

Roshon Hollinger, age 5, killed by
gunfire on June 20, 1999, Atlanta, Geor-
gia:

Darryl Hall, age 13, killed by gunfire
on June 22, 1999, Jacksonville, Florida;

Khari Bartigan, age 18, killed by gun-
fire on June 23,1999, Boston, Massachu-
setts;

Deslond Glenn, age 17, killed by gun-
fire on June 24, 1999, Fort Worth,
Texas;

Fred Warren, age 18, killed by gunfire
on June 25, 1999, Miami-Dade County,
Florida;

Chau Tran, age 17, killed by gunfire
on June 26, 1999, Lansing Michigan;

Richard Rogers, age 16, killed by gun-
fire on June 29, 1999, Fort Wayne, Indi-
ana.

f

PUTTING EVERYDAY AMERICANS
AHEAD OF BIG GOVERNMENT

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, gov-
ernment confiscates too much money
from the American family. In my view,
the Republican tax relief package cur-
rently sitting on the President’s desk
improves the fairness of the Tax Code.

For example, it reduces the marriage
tax penalty which seems to me an obvi-
ous step in the right direction. It also
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gets rid of the estate tax, or as it is
commonly known, the death tax. It
will also make it easier for people to
keep the family farm or the family
business when an owner dies. It also
makes it easier for people to obtain
health insurance, a measure that will
make a real difference in the lives of
millions. It will also make it easier for
families to save for their children’s
education, certainly something that
should warm the hearts of those who
wanted greater fairness in a tax code.

The Tax Code is unfair, but the Presi-
dent has threatened to veto our tax re-
lief package maybe even today. I hope
he will reconsider, Mr. Speaker, and
put the everyday Americans ahead of
big government.

f

WHILE REPUBLICANS ARE TAKING
CARE OF BILLIONAIRES, WHO IS
TAKING CARE OF OUR CHIL-
DREN?

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, there
are other ways to take care of our chil-
dren as well as gun control. The Repub-
licans have tried for the past month to
sell their $792 billion tax package to
the American people, but American
people are smarter than that. They
know that the Republican tax plan is
designed mainly to take care of billion-
aires. What American people want to
know is: Who is taking care of our chil-
dren?

They also know that our Republican
colleagues are not taking care of our
children. Our children do not need tax
breaks for the wealthiest 1 percent of
Americans, they do not need corporate
tax breaks. Our children need the sur-
plus invested in their future by pro-
tecting Medicare, Social Security, and
paying down our national debt. They
also need gun control for their safety.

So I ask my Republican colleagues,
while they are taking care of billion-
aires, who is taking care of our chil-
dren?

f

THEY TALK ABOUT GUN CONTROL
BUT CONSISTENTLY REFUSE TO
DO ANYTHING ABOUT CRIME
CONTROL

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, first I
want to say to my friends on the other
side of the aisle who have been reading
a list of names: I think that is entirely
appropriate that we remember the
names of children who died by gun vio-
lence at the hands of criminals. But
that tells part of the story. Perhaps it
would be appropriate today if we also
read the names of liberals in this
Chamber who have consistently voted
against building more prisons to house
violent criminals; the names of liberals

who consistently vote against tough-
on-crime measures, the names of lib-
erals who today support a President of
the United States who grants clemency
to terrorists.

We ought to read the names of inno-
cent victims who have defended them-
selves against gun violence over the
years. Let us read the names of women
who have defended themselves against
rape, or defended children in their
home. Let us remember the names of
the Founding Fathers who intended
every law-abiding American to have
that right of defense against gun vio-
lence. Let us hold people accountable
for illegal actions, and let us hold poli-
ticians accountable that talk about
gun control out of one side of their
mouth, then consistently refuse to do
anything about crime control.

f

MOO DOO ECONOMICS

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to announce today the creation of a
new Federal program that will sub-
sidize aqua farmers that raise lobsters
to sell to consumers, and the amount
of the subsidy will depend on the dis-
tance these lobster farmers are from
Boston and Maine. Sound silly and ri-
diculous? Well, it is of course, but wel-
come to the world of our Federal dairy
policy. Milk is the only product pro-
duced in this country that faces price
discrimination based on where it hap-
pens to be produced and what it is used
for, and that distance is based on a city
in the heart of my congressional dis-
trict, Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

But today, Members of Congress have
the ability to allow reform, much need-
ed, long overdue reform, of that anti-
quated, depression-era policy to go for-
ward by voting no on 1402 and saying
good-bye finally to the ‘‘old moo-doo’’
economics that we have been operating
under since the great depression.

f

AMERICANS WANT THEIR CHANGE
BACK

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, recently I
was in Wichita, Kansas, at a fast food
restaurant, and the person in line
ahead of me ordered $4 worth of food.
He handed over a $5 bill to the cashier,
and they expected their change back,
as would every American. They over-
paid their food order, and they ex-
pected their change.

Mr. Speaker, America has overpaid
the cost of government, and they ex-
pect their change. What the Repub-
licans have done is pay for the cost of
the Federal Government, lock up all
Social Security payments, protect
Medicare payments, pay down the pub-
licly-held debt, and after we have spent

all that money and set aside all that
money we still have overpaid the cost
of government.

Mr. Speaker, America deserves their
change back, and that is exactly what
our tax relief package does. It gives
America back their change.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the President
will not veto Americans right to get
their change back, from their overpaid
bill.

f

MORE TAX RELIEF FOR THE RICH

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to support the President’s veto of the
Republican tax proposal because it is a
disgrace.

We hear the Republicans come up and
say we want tax relief for Americans,
but when we look at the facts and when
we go behind the rhetoric, what we find
is that this is more tax relief for the
rich. Over 60 percent of the benefits in
this tax package go not to the average
American, not to the school teachers
and the policemen, but they go to the
very wealthy. They go to the people
who are already doing very well in this
society, the people who are making a
killing on the stock market. The 20
percent of the wealthiest Americans in
this country will get the lion’s share of
the benefits. That is not right.

We will hear my Republican col-
leagues talk about the marriage pen-
alty, and we should not penalize mar-
ried couples. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
that, but what about the tax relief for
the rich and the estate tax? Only 2 per-
cent of Americans pay estate taxes, the
wealthiest 2 percent in America. They
have to have an estate over a million
dollars in order to get estate tax relief,
and that is who they want to give a tax
break to.

Look further. What do we find? More
special interest tax breaks throughout
this $800 billion monstrosity.

We can have reasonable tax relief,
but we should pay down the debt, im-
prove Medicare, provide prescription
drugs, and invest in education not give
more tax relief for the rich.

f

b 1030

ILLEGAL DRUGS SHOULD REMAIN
ILLEGAL, EVEN IN OUR NA-
TION’S CAPITAL

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
some are urging President Clinton to
veto the fiscal year 2000 D.C. appropria-
tions bill, not because it spends too lit-
tle, not because it spends too much,
but, get this, because it simply con-
tains a provision that says the District
of Columbia can take no steps to legal-
ize mind-altering drugs.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8475September 22, 1999
Now we know that about 70 percent

of D.C. voters want to legalize drugs,
including the current and, of course,
the former mayor. That comes as no
surprise. What would come as a sur-
prise is if President Clinton vetoes this
bill because it simply says illegal drugs
remain illegal in our Nation’s capital.
Hopefully, the President, rather than
listen to these folks, will listen to
America’s parents, police officers and
his own drug policy head, General
Barry McCaffrey; sign this D.C. appro-
priations bill and remind the District
of Columbia that it remains part of the
Union and subject to federal antidrug
laws.

f

EMERGENCY FARM ASSISTANCE

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, over the
past several months, I have traveled
my district, the 8th District of North
Carolina, and spent dozens of hours lis-
tening to farmers and ranchers tell me
about the state of the farm economy.

In February, I, with the help of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EWING)
and the Committee on Agriculture,
hosted a field hearing in Laurinburg to
learn farmers’ concern about the cur-
rent crop insurance program and what
changes they felt needed to be imple-
mented to achieve meaningful reform.

The Committee on Agriculture took
the comments of my farmers and the
comments from other farmers around
the country and passed a bill which ad-
dresses their concerns and will
strengthen crop insurance and provide
better risk management tools for farm-
ers and ranchers.

Crop insurance is just one recent ex-
ample of how the Committee on Agri-
culture takes a grass-roots approach in
learning about a problem and then,
with a bipartisan effort, efficiently
works to solve it.

Congress is once again being called
upon to listen to what is going on in
farm country and respond in a timely
and effective manner. After hearing
from my farmers, I introduced a bill
last week, H.R. 2843, the Emergency
Assistance for Farmers and Ranchers
Act of 1999. In addition, I call on Mem-
bers to help pass the emergency spend-
ing bill necessary for flooding and
drought in crop areas this week.

f

WHEN TAX DOLLARS ARE USED
FOR MORE GOVERNMENT PRO-
GRAMS, THE LIBERALS ARE SI-
LENT

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, if Republicans want to provide tax
relief to American families, the lib-
erals are outraged. What about the na-
tional debt, they shout? But when it

comes to more Washington spending,
suddenly, the liberals are silent. Not a
word is spoken by the liberals about
the debt when more spending and big-
ger government is being debated. Sud-
denly, it is as if the national debt never
existed.

This feigned concern about fiscal dis-
cipline and the national debt by the
same people who have spent the past 40
years expanding government and accu-
mulating that debt is obviously insin-
cere. Tax relief never, but more govern-
ment spending, sure. That is the pat-
tern and we see it day in and day out.
The less revenue the Government takes
in, the less social engineering, the less
redistribution of wealth and the fewer
new Government programs the left can
oversee. That is why they hate tax re-
lief so much.

f

THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT
KOWTOW TO SPECIAL INTER-
ESTS, INCLUDING DAIRY CAR-
TELS

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, the price
Americans pay for a gallon of milk is
dependent upon how far they live from
Eau Claire, Wisconsin. Now, this is
moodoo economics. In 1996, Congress
passed and I supported the Freedom to
Farm Act, which directed the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to create a more
market-oriented dairy program. Yet
today some in Congress want us to
take a step backwards away from re-
form.

Today’s bill would create a costly,
burdensome bureaucracy. Dairy cartels
are economically inefficient. They are
protectionist. They are unfair. They
cost the consumer $1 billion a year.
Government should not be subsidizing
businesses. We do not do it for com-
puter chip factories or convenience
stores. So instead of protecting dairy
cartels, we ought to protect America’s
250 million American taxpayers and
consumers, and I urge my colleagues to
oppose H.R. 1402. Stop milking our tax-
payers. Do not kowtow to special inter-
ests.

f

IF THE PRESIDENT VETOES THE
REPUBLICAN TAX BILL, HE
RAISES THOSE TAXES BACK TO
THE LEVEL THEY WERE BEFORE

(Mr. COLLINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask, Is
today the day the President is going to
raise taxes on married couples, in-
crease the income tax rates, tax edu-
cational savings, tax families who want
to keep family members in their home
who are now of senior age, those who
want to purchase health insurance,
those who want to purchase long-term
care insurance? Is today the day he is

going to reinstate the death tax, the
alternative minimum tax?

That is right, Mr. Speaker. The Con-
gress has lowered the tax burden on
American families, American workers
and American business by $792 billion.
If the President vetoes that tax bill, he
raises those taxes back to the level
they were before the Congress lowered
taxes on American workers, American
families, and American businesses.

f

CONSOLIDATION OF MILK
MARKETING ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to House Resolution
294 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
1402.
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Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1402) to
require the Secretary of Agriculture to
implement the Class I milk price struc-
ture known as Option 1A as part of the
implementation of the final rule to
consolidate Federal milk marketing
orders, with Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington in the Chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. COMBEST) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST).

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. COMBEST asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, as all
Members know, dairy policy debates
are contentious and are characterized
more often than not by regional as op-
posed to ideological differences.

The House Committee on Agriculture
has endeavored to provide Members on
all sides of this issue ample notice and
a fair process in which to debate their
views and represent the interests of
their constituents.

H.R. 1402, as reported, addresses sev-
eral perceived weaknesses of the final
decision of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture as well as current law. During
committee consideration, several
amendments were included to deal with
concerns over price volatility, manu-
factured product formula pricing, and
price support.

Mr. Chairman, I know Members are
split on dairy policy. I am also aware
that there is no great sense of camara-
derie within the industry on this issue.
This is a modest bill which makes some
modest changes in the federal dairy
program. I urge all Members to support
this legislation.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1402.

Mr. Chairman, we have a consider-
able variety of federal programs meant
to guarantee a healthy agricultural
sector for our Nation. Year after year,
Congress has reaffirmed its commit-
ment to build, redesign and improve
policies that promote it. The more I
think about these different programs
and their purposes, the more I come to
the conclusion that the key to a strong
system for farming and ranching is the
maintenance of policies that support
cooperative effort.

I am very excited that we have the
opportunity to debate this issue today.
Because whether we are talking dairy
or cotton or sheep or hogs or corn, the
problem is price. We have to find ways
for our producers to get more of the ag-
ricultural dollars, and the long-term
solution from the producer standpoint
is cooperation, cooperation in the tra-
ditional sense of cooperatives and co-
operation now soon to be in a nontradi-
tional sense in which corporate Amer-
ica recognizes it is in their best inter-
est to do whatever is necessary to see
that more of the consumer dollars go
to the producer’s pocket.

Mr. Chairman, dairy farmers are ex-
tremely vulnerable as stand-alone
price-takers. Being a highly perishable
commodity, raw milk can be kept on
the farm for only so long before it be-
comes worthless. This fact is what has
given rise to the need for a federal pric-
ing system. The federal milk mar-
keting order system promotes the op-
portunity for dairy producers to get a
fair deal from the processor and does so
without setting strict, unaltered mini-
mums. Instead, regulated prices fluc-
tuate each month according to changes
in the market. The key benefit of the
program then is not in price enhance-
ment but in the promise of uniformity
that takes away the processor’s oppor-
tunity to play one producer off against
another.

Mr. Chairman, this program pro-
motes producer cooperation. Without
that cooperation, the producer has lit-
tle chance of bargaining for a fair deal
with a processor who can wait while
the milk deteriorates in the tank. With
cooperation, we have a shot at a
healthy dairy sector and we will con-
tinue to have a safe, abundant and reli-
able supply of milk.

While most processors would not
choose to conduct business in that
way, and do not, the program then and
the enhanced cooperation that results
from situations in which some do is the
problem we attempt to address today.
The program then, and the enhanced
cooperation that results, works to the
benefit of the processor and of the con-
sumer, as well as of the men and
women who go out to the barn two and
three times a day to get the cows
milked.

Mr. Chairman, in marking up this
bill, the committee adopted an amend-
ment to require forward pricing under
the order program. While I opposed
that amendment, it has become even
more clear to me, since the committee
acted, that the provision is a very fun-
damental challenge to the milk mar-
keting system, and one that will under-
mine cooperative effort at the very
time that we should be promoting it.
At the appropriate time, I will offer an
amendment to limit the program in a
way that will allow forward con-
tracting to go forward without crip-
pling the system.

Mr. Chairman, discussions of federal
milk marketing orders nearly always
divide along regional lines, and the
rulemaking we debate today is no ex-
ception. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. COMBEST), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO), chairman for
the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Horticulture, have done an excellent
job of facilitating a fair debate on this
matter; and I am grateful for their
leadership in bringing the bill to the
floor.

Mr. Chairman, USDA did a great deal
of work in developing the rule on milk
marketing order reform. The farm bill
required little more than a consolida-
tion of orders, a reform which by itself
was considered to be an important step
at the time. In addition to providing
for order consolidation, the Depart-
ment has used this rulemaking as an
opportunity to base manufacturing
class prices on milk components rather
than on Grade B prices, and it estab-
lishes several surplus production re-
gions as basing points for determining
minimum prices.

H.R. 1402 is designed to preserve all
of these reforms and to make reason-
able adjustments to Class I price dif-
ferentials. It represents responsible
progress towards an improved system
and should be viewed as such against
the backdrop of our current program.

I want to thank the chairman for al-
lowing me the time to address the com-
mittee regarding this important legis-
lation, and I am grateful for his assist-
ance in helping move this bill forward.

In spite of these accomplishments, there are
two areas where USDA badly missed the
mark. We need to pass H.R. 1402 to complete
the reform process in a manner that does not
adversely affect our nation’s existing milk mar-
keting system.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is supported by dairy
farmers from much of the United States be-
cause it is so important to ensuring a success-
ful completion of the milk marketing order re-
form process directed by the 1996 Farm Bill.
By requiring USDA to use Option 1A price dif-
ferentials in implementing order reform, H.R.
1402 will fulfill the Farm Bill’s mandate. It is
clear that important portions of the Final Rule
issued by the Administration lack the Congres-
sional and public support needed to be sus-
tainable.

Mr. Chairman, this point was made abun-
dantly clear by communications from Con-
gress and public views filed during the com-
ment period. Last year, nearly 240 Members

of the House wrote to USDA expressing their
support for Option 1A. According to USDA
documents of the 4,217 public comments that
were received regarding the Class I pricing
structure, 3,579 of them were in favor of Op-
tion 1A.

In spite of these overwhelming expressions
of public sentiment, USDA did not listen. Its
decision gives rise to the need for Congress to
act further.

Mr. Chairman, in understandable efforts to
simplify a complex issue, many have charac-
terized Option 1B—the option chosen by the
Department—as reform, and Option 1A as the
status quo. This characterization is simply in-
correct.

Mr. Chairman, Option 1A is not the status
quo. For many years, it was a goal of Upper
Midwest dairy organizations to encourage a
consolidation of milk marketing orders—so
much so that the Farm bill’s requirement for
consolidation was that region’s main accom-
plishment in the Dairy section of that bill. Op-
tion 1A would accomplish that goal to the
same degree as Option 1B. Under the old
rhetoric then, even with Option 1A, the Final
Decision would be a significant accomplish-
ment. But apparently the debate has shifted
and we are faced with a new measure of suc-
cess.

It was also a goal of the Upper Midwest to
bring an end to the accepted notion that each
Order’s Class I differential is related to its dis-
tance from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. Option 1A
recognizes three surplus zones as the basis
for determining Class I prices. In Texas, this
result itself means a significant lowering of the
differential and therefore of prices received by
producers. Option 1A will reduce income for
Texas Producers as well as producers in
many other parts of the nation. So, again,
under the old rhetoric and the old standards of
success for the Upper Midwest, Option 1A
represents a significant victory and a change
from the status quo.

Mr. Chairman, producers who are sup-
porting Option 1A were prepared to accept
these changes in Federal Orders that would
have made the system more equitable for the
Upper Midwest. The Final Decision, however,
will result in a substantial negative impact on
dairy producer income in Texas and in many
other areas. In short, the Final Decision goes
too far and unduly threatens the value of dairy
farm investment in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to focussing on
Class I differentials, I have devoted consider-
able attention to another controversy relating
to the Final Rule: the manufacturing milk pric-
ing formulas. Several witnesses at the Sub-
committee on Livestock and Horticulture’s
hearings this year raised concern that these
formulas will have a significant negative im-
pact on all producer prices. For this reason, I
offered an amendment that was adopted by
the Agriculture Committee to provide an in-
terim solution to this problem. Section 2 of the
Committee substitute requires that USDA ini-
tiate a new rulemaking for developing Class III
(cheese) and Class IV (butter & nonfat) pricing
formulas. While that rulemaking is pending,
the Final Decision’s formula is modified in a
manner that will partially ease the negative im-
pact of the Final Rule’s formula on dairy farm-
er income.

Mr. Chairman, for many years, a problem
with the Federal order system has been its in-
compatibility and risk management tools
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known as forward contracts. Such contracts
are often used by producers of other agricul-
tural commodities. In an effort to maintain a
sensitivity to market forces, Federally regu-
lated milk prices are reset each month in re-
sponse to market movements. Finding a way
to allow producers and handlers the option to
enter into log-term price relationships without
undermining that system has been a great
challenge.

During the Committee’s consideration of
H.R. 1402, Mr. DOOLEY offered an amendment
that was adopted by the Committee to require
USDA to allow forward pricing. I opposed the
amendment at the time because I did not feel
it contain sufficient safeguards, however I
have been working closely with Chairman
POMBO to develop improvements. To that end,
we have developed an amendment that will
allow forward pricing to go forward on a lim-
ited basis. Under the amendment, the forward
pricing program would expire as of December
31, 2004, and would apply only to non-Class
I milk. The amendment also requires USDA to
submit an interim report to Congress on the
operations of the program.

Mr. Chairman, USDA did a great deal of
work in developing the rule on milk marketing
order reform. The farm bill required little more
than a consolidation of orders—a reform
which, by itself, was considered to be an im-
portant step at the time. In addition to pro-
viding for order consolidation, the Department
has used this rulemaking as an opportunity to
base manufacturing class prices on milk com-
ponents rather than on Grade B prices, and to
establish several surplus production regions
as basing points for determining minimum
prices. H.R. 1402 is designed to preserve all
of these reforms and to make reasonable ad-
justments to Class I price differentials. It rep-
resents responsible progress towards an im-
proved system and should be viewed as such
against the backdrop of our current program.

Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing
me the time to address the Committee regard-
ing this important legislation. I am grateful for
your assistance in helping move this bill for-
ward.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO), chairman of
the subcommittee which has jurisdic-
tion over dairy policy.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-
BEST) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
take a couple of minutes to hopefully
try to explain to my colleagues how we
arrived at the position that we are in
in terms of this legislation. A couple of
years ago when we passed the Freedom
to Farm Act, as part of that legisla-
tion, as part of the farm bill, we di-
rected USDA to go in and look at the
dairy program, to redo the milk mar-
keting orders and the rules that we
play by, and they spent a considerable
amount of time in public hearings, in
internal work, to try to come up with
a plan that they felt would work.

I think all of my colleagues realize
that the current dairy program is ex-
tremely complicated. A lot of times it
does not make a lot of sense to a lot of

Members, and to those of us that have
spent a huge amount of time working
on dairy policy it does not make a lot
of sense to us either. It has been ex-
tremely difficult to work our way
through 60 years of dairy policy and try
and come up with something that is
going to operate, something that is
going to work and something that will
be a transition period for America’s
dairy farmers to go away from a com-
mand-and-control, government-knows-
best dairy policy into a more free-mar-
ket policy, which I believe is the ma-
jority of our goal that we would like to
achieve.

b 1045
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middle of right now, USDA came out
with their recommendation, and some
people cheered it and others were ex-
tremely opposed to it because of the
changes that they made. What the
Committee attempted to do was to
come up with a compromise piece of
legislation, legislation that would give
us the ability to transition away from
the government-run dairy policy into a
more free market dairy policy.

The bill that we will have before us
today is part of that transition. I do
not like everything that is in the legis-
lation. In fact, there are many things
in there that I dislike. But I do believe
it is a reasonable transition.

One of the important things in our
part of this legislation that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
talked about before was the ability to
do forward contracting. I do believe
that this is part of the future of dairy
in this country, and it is an important
tool that our dairy farmers ought to be
able to use. Mr. Chairman, with the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
I am introducing an amendment that I
believe puts safeguards into that par-
ticular part of the legislation. I urge
my colleagues to support that amend-
ment.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
control the time previously controlled
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM).

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.

Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, following the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. POMBO), I
am one of those that has been down on
the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Horticulture working on this issue over
the last number of years, and it has
been frustrating, to say the least. I
would just like to say to my col-
leagues, I understand they are getting
a lot of pressure from farmers and co-
ops and so forth, but for those that be-
lieve in the free market and believe in
free trade and pushed the GATT and
NAFTA, I would just say to them, how
can they continue to defend a system
whose time has passed.

There was a good reason back in 1937
why we set up the system we have now,
because we wanted to keep fluid milk
close to the population centers, but
times have changed. We have inter-
state highways, we have refrigeration,
we have a lot of things that we did not
have back in 1937, and because of that,
it is time to change this policy.

The Department has done a good job,
they have gone out across the country,
listened to everybody, put together a
program that I do not like completely
because it does not go far enough, but
it is a step in the right direction, and
that is what we asked them to do back
in 1996. So we ought to follow through
on that commitment, and we ought to
not pass this bill and let the work that
the Department put together become
the law of the land.

The other thing that people ask me
all the time is why is it that it looks
like Minnesota and Wisconsin against
the rest of the country on this. Well,
people need to understand that this bill
focuses on the class 1 differentials,
which are just part of the picture in
dairy farming. In the Midwest, 85 per-
cent of the milk that we produce goes
into manufacturing. The reason that
we are concerned about this current
policy is that it is not based on eco-
nomics.

The current Class I differentials were
put in place when Tony Coelho, who
was the head of the Dairy Sub-
committee, legislated them and basi-
cally locked all of the dairy industry in
a room in 1985 and forced them to come
up with these legislative Class I dif-
ferentials that are in the statute. What
we are trying to do here is to change
those differentials so that they require
more what the economics of the dairy
industry are.

What our concern in the Midwest is
that we are a manufacturing market
and when the government pushes peo-
ple to produce more because of govern-
ment policies, that excess milk gets
dumped into our manufacturing mar-
ket and it affects our price, and that is
why we are concerned about this.

The other thing that is an issue in all
of this is that California has had their
own system, which is similar to a com-
pact that was set up in the northeast
area, and they have entered into this
because this new system is going to
make the manufacturing price of milk
closer to what their price is, and they
have been using this as an advantage
to lure some of the manufacturing in-
dustry to their State because of the
way the Federal policies have been set
up in the past, and they are outside of
that Federal system.

So what we are trying to do with this
is get the whole industry more on a
level playing field, get it to more mir-
ror economics, and it is the right direc-
tion to go. I understand where some of
the co-ops and farmers are coming
from because the economics of the cur-
rent situation favors their business
structure, but it is not the right thing
for the country. Again, I say to people,
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if they are supporting this, if they be-
lieve in the free market and free trade,
how can we set up a system where we
are going to put up barriers within this
country and favor one farmer over an-
other, or price milk based on how it is
going to be used at one price or an-
other. This is what the Soviet Union
tried, it did not work, and it is not the
best thing for this country.

So I urge that we defeat this bill.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield

2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from Texas for
yielding me this time.

I would say to my colleagues that the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON) and I have spent 9 years almost on
the Committee on Agriculture, on the
Subcommittee on Livestock and Horti-
culture, trying to make some sense and
bring this order to the Federal milk
market order system; trying, we be-
lieve, to allow farmers to have the
chance to succeed by getting the Fed-
eral Government out of their way. But,
for 62 years, we have had this program
that sets up milk cartels, 34 of them
currently, around the country, and
part of the reform that is going into
place in the next couple of weeks will
reduce the number of marketing orders
to 11. As we get into this process, there
are certainly changes that will occur in
the differential.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1402, which we
are debating today, seeks to derail
these long overdue reforms to the milk
market order system. But let me be
honest, these are the most modest of
reforms that are being blocked today.
For decades, the U.S. dairy policy has
discriminated against some dairy pro-
ducers based on their distance from
Eau Claire, Wisconsin. I think it is
time to say enough is enough.

We looked at data, the Committee on
Agriculture did, to show that some 60
percent of dairy producers in this coun-
try would benefit from the reforms the
USDA is about to put in place, and
there are all types of numbers around,
but this is a consensus of the numbers.
So why do we want to stand in the way
of some 60 percent of U.S. producers
who are likely to gain from this change
in this order?

As we, most of us, believe in free
trade, asking countries around the
world to tear down trade barriers, we
in this country have one of the largest
trade barriers within our own country,
and that is this Federal milk market
order system. I just cannot understand
how my colleagues can continue to de-
fend this depression-era system that
says that milk is going to be priced
based on its distance from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin, and that we are going to
pay producers a different amount of
money, depending upon how the milk
that they sell is used.

So today we will have a chance to de-
bate this, and I am looking forward to
a healthy debate.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, could I inquire as to how
much time we have remaining on our
side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) has 21
minutes remaining.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND),
who has been a leader on this issue.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

I rise to urge my colleagues to oppose
H.R. 1402 on final passage. This is a de-
bate, quite frankly, that I am sure no
one has looked forward to. It seems to
be a perennial thing that goes through
this United States Congress, and it is
unfortunate in many respects. I think
this is bad legislation based on policy
reasons, but also based on procedural
reasons.

First, the procedure, Mr. Chairman.
Back in 1996, my predecessor, Steve
Gunderson, who was then chairing the
Dairy Subcommittee, was going to
write some legislation in the Freedom
to Farm bill to reform this depression-
era milk-pricing system that exists in
this country. But there was an agree-
ment reached, an understanding
reached back then that instead of hav-
ing legislation go forward under Free-
dom to Farm, they were going to let
the regulatory and rule making process
at the Department of Agriculture take
its course. Over the next few years, the
Department of Agriculture held count-
less hearings across the country, took
testimony from experts in the field,
from dairy producers, and proposed a
reform that is due to take effect on Oc-
tober 1.

This is a very small, gradual reform,
but a reform that heads in the right di-
rection in leveling the playing field
and creating a fair and more equitable
dairy policy for all of the producers in
this country. But now, here we are in
the eleventh hour, just a few short days
before that reform is to take effect,
with this legislation that would effec-
tively stop that reform. This is unfor-
tunate, because I believe people’s words
in this House should stand for some-
thing, and agreements should count for
something. I am afraid that if we can-
not rely on each other’s promises and
agreements that are reached, I shudder
to think what the environment is going
to be like in this chamber on a whole
host of other issues.

But there are policy reasons to op-
pose this as well. Milk is the only prod-
uct that faces price discrimination in
this country based on where it is pro-
duced and what it is used for. There is
no other product that faces this same
type of discrimination, and under the
current policy, that subsidized rate is
based on distance from a beautiful city
in the heart of my congressional dis-
trict, Eau Claire, Wisconsin. It does
not make any sense.

For those Members, especially rural
Members, who constantly complain
about the disparity in reimbursement

rates under the Medicare formula, how
can they continue to defend a dairy
program that effectively does the same
thing, based on geography in this coun-
try. For those Members who are strong
advocates of fair trade with other
countries around the world, how can
they continue to defend a dairy policy
that effectively creates trade barriers
within our own country. It is com-
parable to setting up a new Federal
program that would subsidize aqua
farmers for raising lobsters based on
distance from Boston and Maine or
farmers that are growing oranges and
get a higher subsidized rate based on
how far they are from Florida or even
high-tech companies, giving them a
competitive advantage because they
are further away from the Silicon Val-
ley.

The point is that under our current
economic system, there are going to be
comparative advantages for producers,
especially in agriculture, that the gov-
ernment should not interfere with.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues can-
not vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 1402, I am going
to be offering an amendment today
which will stop pitting region against
region, farmer against farmer, family
against family. It is a pooling program
where the Class I differentials, what
the farmers get for the milk they
produce for drinking purposes, would
be pooled and then distributed equally
and fairly to all of the producers
around the country, regardless of
where they happen to be producing
that milk. I think that is a fair, equi-
table and a common sense approach
which would finally end this constant
regional fighting and civil war over
dairy policy that we have in this cham-
ber all too often.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT), who is very
involved in agriculture policy.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the Speaker for allowing us to
have time to debate this on an equal
footing.

Mr. Chairman, today we are engaged
in a great debate on a Federal policy
that defies rational economic policy
and just plain common sense just as
Anton Scalia a couple of years ago de-
scribed the Federal milk marketing
order system as ‘‘byzantine.’’

I doubt if there are more than a
handful of Members on the floor of this
House, in fact, I think if we had a quiz,
I suspect all would fail if we were asked
to describe in detail exactly how the
milk marketing order system works.
But we do know that it defies any log-
ical or economic sense.

Currently, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND) and myself, as well
as some other Members, have Russians
who are visiting in our districts, and
we are going to be hearing today about
the milk marketing order system being
almost a Soviet-style price scheme.

But it is interesting that even in
Russia today they are allowing mar-
kets to set the price of milk, and yet
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we are engaged in this debate today as
to whether or not we will allow some
modest reforms that Secretary Glick-
man came up with to go into effect.
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Mr. Chairman, we are going to hear
some interesting things today. Among
them, some people are claiming this is
going to cost the milk industry $200
million. That is not what the USDA
said. That is not what the consensus of
economists who have looked at that
have said. They say at maximum it is
going to cost dairy farmers $3 million.
That is the worst it is going to be.

Let me read a quote from the USDA.
If the modest reforms the Secretary
wants to put in place October 1 were in
effect this year, let me read this quote,
‘‘Over all Federal orders, the average
blend price would have averaged 15 to
20 cents per hundred weight higher if
Federal Order reform had been in place
over the last 12 months and nearly all
farmers would have been better off.’’

Mr. Chairman, we are not talking
about making bold changes that are
going to drive dairy farmers in some
parts of the country out of business, we
are talking about modest reforms we
are going to allow to go into place. The
current policy is indefensible. We
should defeat H.R. 1402. We should
allow the reforms to go into effect.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALD-
WIN), a new Member who has been a
real leader on this issue.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, for
nearly 6 decades Wisconsin dairy farm-
ers have been victims of a discrimina-
tory pricing system that devalues their
product, destroys their economic well-
being, and threatens their very way of
life. There are literally thousands of
dairy farmers that I could tell Mem-
bers about, but I would like to tell
Members a little bit about one family
farm, Dwayne and Janet.

Dwayne and Janet operate a family
farm in northern Green County in my
congressional district. Dwayne’s family
has operated a dairy farm for four gen-
erations, over 100 years. Dwayne,
Janet, and their sons work hard to
manage their herd of 45 cows. They
work between 90 and 100 hours per
week. They do not take vacations.

They are very worried about their fu-
ture. Dwayne and Janet have watched
farming decline in their township for
the last 20 years. The number of dairy
farmers in their township has declined
from 55 to now 29. All Dwayne and
Janet want is a level playing field.
Dwayne and Janet know that other
dairy farmers in other parts of the Na-
tion are getting more for their milk
simply by virtue of how far they live
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

Dwayne and Janet still count them-
selves as lucky so far, but because they
have seen their neighbors go out of
business, they wonder if they are next.

H.R. 1402 is bad for Dwayne and Janet
and all other Wisconsin dairy farmers.

The Department of Agriculture has of-
fered a fair reform plan. It is not every-
thing we want, but it is a step in the
right direction toward a more fair sys-
tem, a system which can offer some
hope for family farms and to people
like Dwayne and Janet.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT), the original author
of H.R. 1402.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad we are deal-
ing with this issue today. It clearly is
an issue that the House has been di-
vided on for some time, but it has been
overwhelmingly divided in favor of
H.R. 1402. Last year, 238 Members of
the House and 62 Senators wrote the
Secretary and asked the Secretary to
stay with the Option 1A pricing struc-
ture. The Secretary ignored that and
came back with a different structure.

This year 228 Members have joined
me as cosponsors of this legislation.
This House is overwhelmingly sup-
portive of commonsense dairy policy
for American farming families.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, just said, I believe, that the
USDA estimates that there would be
maybe a $3 million loss to American
farming families. The estimates that I
see are $200 million, and in fact, in my
district alone, the Seventh District of
Missouri, in southwest Missouri, most
of our milk is marketed on the fluid
market. The Secretary’s rule would re-
flect a 49 cent per hundred weight de-
crease in fluid milk. This means that
in the Seventh District, there would be
a $4 million loss. If we have a $4 million
in the Seventh District of Missouri,
which is not any longer in the top 10
dairy-producing districts of the coun-
try, even though for years and for gen-
erations it was, there is no way we are
going to have a $3 million loss nation-
wide.

Mr. Chairman, this is the difference
in farming families continuing to farm
in the majority of our States. Forty-
five States are negatively affected. An
average dairy farm in those 45 States,
a small dairy farm of around 100 cows,
would lose between $6,000 and $15,000 a
year, depending on the other market
factors.

On dairy farm after dairy farm, the
difference in $6,000 a year to $15,000 a
year is the difference in whether they
continue to maintain that farm,
whether their family continues to be in
this business, whether there is a fresh
supply of milk produced reasonably
close to consumers.

There is a reason that every bottle of
milk has a date on it. The reason is
that this is a highly perishable prod-
uct. It does not have tremendous shelf
life. It needs to be produced close to
the people that consume it. Option 1A
continues that policy that continues
that kind of production. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN), a member of the Committee
on Agriculture and the Subcommittee
on Livestock and Horticulture, and a
leader on this issue.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 1402, legisla-
tion to mandate the implementation of
Option 1A of the Federal Milk Mar-
keting Order System.

In Pennsylvania, dairy is the largest
agricultural enterprise, representing a
$1.5 billion industry. Pennsylvania is
the fourth largest dairy State in the
country. Dairy is important to Penn-
sylvania and the entire Northeast be-
cause of the particular contribution it
makes in both dollars and jobs.

Over the past 2 years, I have worked
with a majority of my colleagues in
support of replacing the Federal Milk
Marketing Order System with what is
known as Option 1A. That is why I
strongly opposed the rule proposed by
the Secretary, a modified Option 1B. If
implemented, it penalizes dairy pro-
ducers to the tune of at least $200 mil-
lion per year. In Pennsylvania alone,
that loss will be about $20 million a
year, based on a reduction in Class 1
differentials.

It discriminates in providing a fair
and equitable price to dairy farmers in
most regions of the country. In both
the short and long run, it will hurt con-
sumers by reducing supplies of locally-
produced fluid milk and drive up prices
at supermarkets.

The bill before us today will imple-
ment a widely-supported Option 1A
which will provide equitable pricing for
fluid milk, ensure affordable dairy
products to consumers, and prevent the
further erosion of the economic well-
being of many small communities. It
will ensure that our Nation’s dairy
farmers receive a fair pricing system
and consumers have an adequate sup-
ply of fresh dairy product.

I encourage my colleagues to join the
229 cosponsors and vote in support of
H.R. 1402.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), a member of the
committee.

Mr. CALVERT. When I was in the
restaurant business, Mr. Chairman, I
had to work hard to get the lowest
prices, the best workers, and the most
bang for my buck. If I was not competi-
tive I risked going out of business,
plain and simple. This is the American
way. H.R. 1402 would revert us back to
a dairy market system that is quite
simply anti-American, anti-business,
and anti-consumer.

I have some of the most efficient and
successful dairy farmers in this coun-
try, probably the largest dairy district
in the United States. They watch their
expenses, they make a great product,
and if given the chance, they would be
highly successful in an unregulated
market.

We are just talking about a modest
change here today, Mr. Chairman. We
are just trying to change a system that
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prices milk based upon the distance
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. What busi-
ness in America would do that? I would
encourage all Members to take a close
look at this.

With current technology and trans-
portation, it has changed this country
and we no longer need to run a system
that way. Oppose H.R. 1402 and let us
get back to the American way.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS),
who has also been a leader in dairy pol-
icy.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of our Nation’s dairy farmers, in
strong support of H.R. 1402, and in
strong opposition to the poison pill
amendments that have been offered.

This legislation is critical for the
survival of dairy farms in the State of
Vermont and all over this country. It
would implement the Class 1 milk price
structure known as Option 1A as part
of the final rule to consolidate Federal
Milk Marketing orders. It would pro-
tect family farmers all over America
who in recent years have seen a signifi-
cant drop in the price that they get for
their milk.

In fact, today in terms of inflation-
accounted for prices, farmers today are
receiving 35 percent less in real dollars
than they received 15 years ago, which
explains why all over America we are
seeing family farms going out of busi-
ness, we are not seeing young people
getting into farming, and we are seeing
the industry becoming dominated by
larger and larger agribusiness corpora-
tions, rather than small family-owned
farms.

Option 1A is supported by 229 Mem-
bers of the House. The reason for that
is that the economics is very clear that
Option 1A will help 45 out of the 50
States.

Let me suggest to Members the op-
tions that we have. If present trends
continue, in my view, what dairy agri-
culture will look like 10 years from
today is that a handful of agribusiness
corporations will control the produc-
tion and distribution of dairy products.
The alternative is to maintain, as best
we can, family-owned farms all over
this country who protect our environ-
ment, who protect our rural economies,
who provide fresh product to the people
in the various communities.

Does America really want a handful
of corporations to determine the price
of dairy product? Does America really
want to lose family farms all over the
country and see our green land con-
verted into parking lots, or are we
going to fight as hard as we can to pro-
tect family farmers, who provide us
with fresh, high quality product?

I would urge Members of the House,
the 229 who are supporting this excel-
lent legislation, to stand firm against
the amendments that are being offered
which would ultimately undermine the

goals of this legislation. Let us stand
with the family farmers who work 7
days a week, 12 hours a day, producing
the quality of food that we desperately
want and need to maintain.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH), a member of the
committee.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I am a dairy farmer from Michi-
gan. I am supportive of H.R. 1402. It im-
plements one of USDA’s proposals
known as Option 1A.

Briefly, let me try to explain to our
nondairy Members roughly what we are
talking about. We started pricing milk
back in 1937 because there was unfair
bargaining between dairy farmers and
the processors of milk. The processors
of milk had the bargaining advantage
and could rip off those dairy farmers
simply because milk is perishable and
is lost if not purchased. They could do
anything they wanted to with you be-
cause your milk will spoil if not picked
up, so the dairy processor had monop-
oly power over the individual dairy
farmer. So government became in-
volved in pricing milk.

It is interesting that today there are
still about 200 dairy farmers producers
for every one processor as there was in
1937, so some pricing structure needs to
stay in place if we are to continue pro-
ducing an adequate supply of milk in
this country. These two changes USDA
came up were their two top proposals
on how to involve the government;
namely, Option 1A and Option 1B. Op-
tion 1A has less change from the cur-
rent system; Option 1B has a more dra-
matic change.

But I would suggest to Members,
there are already very dramatic
changes that include going from 31
milk marketing orders to 11 orders in
this country, Also both proposals dra-
matically change the way we price
milk and change the way we classify
milk. It is very important, I think, in
making this transition that we go with
the less drastic change that is Option
1A.

Members ask why roughly 87 percent
of our milk is sold through coopera-
tives. It is because dairy farmers are
over the barrel and do not have the
ability to bargain effectively as indi-
viduals. They do have cooperative bar-
gaining rights that will be helped with
the passage of this bill. I think it is
very important that we pass this bill
and go with Option 1A.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS).
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Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, our dairy
farmers are not numbers and statistics
to be shuffled around like a spread-
sheet without care and concern. Our
dairy farmers are part of the American
farm family. They are men and women

who work hard every day. Farming is
not as much a career as it is a way of
life. It is a way of life that touches
every life in America.

In my district, in the 4th District of
Mississippi, we have over 300 dairy
farmers, more than 24,000 dairy cows,
and a total value of agricultural crops
and livestock products of over half a
billion dollars. Dairy farming matters
to the communities and towns and
lives of Mississippians.

All Americans, whether in the big
cities, main streets of our towns, or
roads of the countryside are touched by
the hard work and care given to sup-
plying fresh and wholesome milk to
our tables.

Milk does not just appear on the re-
frigerator shelves of our markets. It
gets there through hard work.

The American Government is wrong
in attempting to enact policy that is
not fair and equitable to all our dairy
farmers. It is wrong to suggest some
places matter more than others. All
our farmers work hard, pay their dues,
and give back to their communities
and supply us with the highest quality,
safest, best, and most economical food
supply on the planet.

Fairness across the board must pre-
vail. Let us pass H.R. 1402 today and
move forward as one American farm
family serving one America.

I would like to remember the 1–A and
1–B. 1–B stands for bad. Let us remem-
ber 1–A.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. RAMSTAD).

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in common
sense tripartisan opposition to the bill
before us today.

Mr. Chairman, we need to cut to the
chase and listen to Minnesota’s gov-
ernor, Jesse Ventura, who body
slammed this bill during recent testi-
mony before the House Committee on
Agriculture.

Governor Ventura, in his common
sense, no-nonsense direct way put it
best when he said, ‘‘What we need,
without question, is to end the non-
sense that has the price of milk tied to
how far the cow is from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin. Now that there are refrig-
erated trucks’’ in America, ‘‘it makes
sense to abandon 50-year-old thinking
and find a new way to look at the ‘mil-
lennium’ dairy industry, one that re-
flects today’s economic realities and is
at least fair.’’

Governor Ventura is absolutely
right, and we all know it. If H.R. 1402
passes, it would derail long-overdue re-
forms to our Nation’s Depression-era
milk pricing regulations. As Governor
Ventura further explained, and as we
all know, Secretary Glickman has
come up with a plan to correct some of
the 50-year-old problems, but H.R. 1402
would torpedo that plan.

The current system, as has been said
today, is based on outdated realities of
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milk production, consumption, and
transportation; and it has caused dras-
tic distortions in milk production in
this country.

I urge my colleagues to be fair, use
Norwegian horse sense on this dairy
policy, use Jesse Ventura common
sense. Vote for a level playing field
across America. Vote no on H.R. 1402.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY), a
member of the Subcommittee on Live-
stock and Horticulture, and a real lead-
er on this issue.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition
to H.R. 1402, and I do so because it is
time for us to move in a direction that
takes us away from a program that was
developed during the depths of the
Great Depression.

As I have often said, it was Secretary
of Agriculture Henry Wallace that in-
troduced this program, many our farm
programs, as a temporary solution to
deal with an emergency. We no longer
have an emergency in the dairy
industry.

We have some of the highest milk
prices that we have seen in history,
yet, we are still trying to promulgate
and continue a policy that is not going
to allow this industry to become in-
creasingly competitive so we can pro-
vide consumers with a lower cost prod-
uct and allow U.S. dairy farmers to be-
come more competitive internation-
ally.

When we get right down to it, the
issues are very simple. When we look
at the cost of production of milk in the
United States, there is a great dis-
parity. If we look in the southeast of
this country, it costs about $17.50 a
hundred-weight to produce milk. We go
to the northeast, it is in the $14, $14.50
a hundred-weight. We go to Wisconsin
and Minnesota, they can produce milk
at $12.25 a hundred-weight. We go to
the Pacific Coast, they can produce it
out there for a little over $11 a hun-
dred-weight.

We have in the United States, family
farmers, dairy farmers that are able to
produce milk at a third of the cost as
other parts of the country. Yet, we are
continuing a policy that is not going to
allow those dairy farmers in those
areas where they have a relative ad-
vantage to realize that advantage and
opportunity.

There is no other sector of our econ-
omy, no other agriculture commodity
that we are growing that we have a
farm policy that dictates that we are
going to require consumers and proc-
essors to pay more for milk that does
not have any direct correlation to mar-
ket prices. That is what we are doing
here.

If we do not oppose H.R. 1402, we are
going to ensure a policy where the Gov-
ernment is dictating what consumers
and processors are going to have to pay
for milk. When we are moving into a
world which we understand and we
have to become increasingly market

oriented, we ought to allow the mar-
ketplace to dictate where milk is going
to be produced.

We should not have a federal policy
that is going to ensure that we are
going to have cows in the southeast
where it is a very high cost of produc-
tion when we know that there are fam-
ily farmers in other regions of the
country that can provide the same
product at a lower price that can de-
liver that product to consumers
through transportation of other means.

Government should not be
prejudicing whether or not a producer,
a dairy farmer, is going to be supplying
milk to a particular market because of
the fact of how far they live from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin.

This policy is out of date; it is time
to move on. It is time to allow the
dairy farmers of this country which
had the greatest opportunity and abil-
ity to produce milk at the lowest
prices to realize that advantage, to re-
alize that opportunity, and allow the
marketplace to work.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD).

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 1402
which would direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to implement the Class I
milk marketing structure known as
Option 1–A that will put some sense
back in the system that they are try-
ing to change that has worked for so
long.

If my colleagues look at my diagram,
they will see what bleeds red, almost
the whole part of the country, except
some parts of California and the upper
Midwest. Although I have great respect
for my colleagues on the other side of
the debate, in this case, they are dead
wrong.

This map was made by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The red part of
the map, which is the vast majority of
the country, shows the farmers that
get hurt. If we do not pass H.R. 1402, we
will have all the milk in this country
produced in a couple areas.

The next thing they will be asking us
to do is reconstitute it so they can ship
it. Mr. Chairman, do my colleagues
know the difference between fresh or-
ange juice and concentrate? That is
where we are going in the milk busi-
ness if we do not pass H.R. 1402.

We have had in my area one hauler
that went from 140 stops to 40 stops.
That is what is happening to the fam-
ily farm. Option 1–A of H.R. 1402 will
help us delay that.

I had a lady come into a meeting
that I was at a while ago and she said,
I came and I had to go home. Her son
sent me a little letter. His mom had
told him I could vote on this. He said,
‘‘Mr. Voterman, my mom says you can
help us. Please help my Grandpa Jack’s
cows.’’

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise Members that the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 14 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from

Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) has 61⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI), a
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, there
are a lot of formulas, there is a lot of
gobbledegook, and a lot of things that
maybe a lot of people have a hard time
understanding. But the basic fact is
that this legislation would preserve the
present system. Under the alternative
that the Department has promulgated
and that the detractors of this legisla-
tion are presenting, it would take $200
million out of the pockets of dairy
farmers. It would take $200 million out
of those dairy farmers pockets.

It would be there to help people who
are further up the chain other than the
dairy farmer in the family farms that
are spread throughout this country.

So one thing is very clear. If my col-
leagues support the current level of
funding that is going on and the ar-
rangements that are in place right
now, then they will support this legis-
lation. If they want to support taking
$200 million away from those dairy
farmers and further jeopardizing their
livelihoods, because we all know what-
ever we want to call it, people are
working off the farm to stay on the
farm. They are trying to raise their
kids in a quality of life situation that
not too many people have an oppor-
tunity for.

In our State of Maine, $95 million a
year is coming from dairy revenues. We
are down to 600 small farms now. We
used to have twice that number. Most
people are telling me, John, the only
thing that is constant in the business
is how much we get for our milk. Ev-
erything else is going up by telegraph.
Everything that we get is staying flat-
line, and we are having a hard time
struggling to stay there.

That is where most of the dairy farm-
ers are in our State of Maine and
throughout the northeast. Nobody is
getting rich at the present formula
that is put in place.

But one thing is very clear. If my col-
leagues want to take $200 million,
which is what the Department has esti-
mated would come from the implemen-
tation of their policies, would reduce
farm income by $200 million, then vote
against this legislation.

If my colleagues support the small
dairy farmers throughout this country
and they support family farms, then
they are going to vote for this legisla-
tion which has over 228 Members that
are supporting this in a bipartisan
fashion to support the implementation
of the 1–A program that has been sup-
ported by over three quarters to almost
80 percent of the dairy farmers
throughout this country. That has been
the support that has really registered
here in Washington and something that
we need to reinforce.

So I am proud to be one of the co-
sponsors of this legislation, and I en-
courage my colleagues to support this.
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from
Texas (Chairman COMBEST) for so gra-
ciously providing this opportunity for
balanced debate.

I would ask those watching today and
listening to remember three points as
this debate takes place: number one,
we are going to hear a lot today about
how family farms in general and dairy
farmers in particular are hurting. No
one knows that better than I. In the
district that I represent, we have seen
a massive decline in dairy farming. By
this time tomorrow, Wisconsin will
have lost five dairy farms. We have lost
more dairy farms in the last 10 years
than nearly every other State ever had.

I understand that our farmers are
hurting. But as we hear about how
dairy farmers are hurting, do not for-
get that they are hurting under the
current system, the system which the
supporters of H.R. 1402 seek to reim-
pose. It will not help them one iota.

Point number two to remember, we
are going to hear a lot about numbers
and about losses. The supporters of
H.R. 1402 are going to have their
charts. Remember this: the USDA has
debunked every one of those numbers.
The USDA just recently came out with
a report which shows what would have
happened if the Secretary’s proposed
reforms had been in effect over the last
year. The doomsday scenarios that we
are hearing about are false. They are
badly misleading.

Point number three, we are going to
hear a lot about the coalition of Mem-
bers who support this bill, and it is
broad, and it is bipartisan. It is 229
Members. Would this be the first time
that people inside the Beltway have
been wrong? I ask my colleagues, just
because they have 229 Members does
not make them right.

I do not put my faith inside the Belt-
way. I put my faith in a different coali-
tion, a broad coalition, a coalition that
spans every part of the spectrum.
Those standing against H.R. 1402 range
from Americans for Tax Reform to the
AFL–CIO, Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste to the Consumer Federa-
tion of America, the Teamsters, the
Caucus of Black State Legislators, the
Grocers Association, the Food Mar-
keting Institute.

We have had newspapers from every
part of the country opining against
raising the price of milk which is what
H.R. 1402 would do.
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We have heard from the Washington
Post, The New York Times, the Chi-
cago Tribune, paper after paper, group
after group outside the beltway is say-
ing do not do this. Do not raise the
price of milk that consumers have to
pay. Do not push farmers out the door.

I urge my colleagues to stand today
not within the beltway but with groups
outside the beltway opposed to 1402.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE), a member of the com-
mittee.

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
me this time.

This morning I am proud to join my
colleagues in this final push to pass
legislation that will allow dairy farm-
ers to survive and to ensure that con-
sumers have access to a fresh milk sup-
ply, a fresh supply of milk at the local
level.

Enough is enough. It is time that
Congress do what a majority of the
Members have demonstrated they want
done, and that is pass Option 1–A.
Every step of the way we have proven
that we have the support to do the
right thing for the dairy farmers of
this country and the consumers of
America by passing Option 1–A.

Folks, we are at a crossroads in
America today for agriculture. Consoli-
dation is killing the American farmer,
and enough is enough. Consumers are
going to feel the pain when a few cor-
porations control agricultural produc-
tion in this country. Too many people
today think that food comes from the
grocery store. They fail to realize that
whatever the product may be, it is pro-
duced by a farmer somewhere in this
country.

I know that I speak for many Mem-
bers of this House when I say we are
committed to ensuring that these hard-
working Americans and their children
have an opportunity to succeed in agri-
culture in the 21st century. But, first,
we must bring stability to the national
dairy policy.

Option 1–A provides a modest reform
for the national system of pricing fluid
milk that is fair both to the producer
and to the consumers throughout this
country. The Department’s proposal,
on the other hand, would, in my opin-
ion, substantially lower prices for
farmers that they get for their fluid
milk in about 41 States in this country,
forcing many of the dairy farmers out
of business. No matter what we hear,
that is true. And when farmers go out
of business, competition declines and
consumers pay. That is a fact, no mat-
ter how we want to change it.

Option 1–A is fair both to consumers
and to the farmers. And I am tired of
folks who keep telling me to let the
free market system work. It is not
working for the farmer. They are going
broke. We have just heard my col-
league from Wisconsin saying they are
going out of business, and that is a
State that has a lot of dairies. In my
State we have so few left we can hardly
find them. We have to do something to
stop it, and this morning we have an
opportunity to do something.

We are probably going to pass a $10
billion relief package in some form for
our farmers before this year is out, I
trust.

But folks, dairy compacts and option 1–A is
the disaster relief package my dairy farmers
need to survive, and that’s a relief package
that won’t cost the taxpayers one dime.

I want to commend the gentleman from Mis-
souri and the Chairman and the Ranking
Member of the Agriculture Committee for their
hard work in bringing this bill to the floor, and
I urge my colleagues to support this important
bill for our nation’s dairy farmers.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. RILEY).

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, we have
heard more rhetoric today about every-
thing that is going on here. I have
heard one of my colleagues get up this
morning and say that if we all took a
quiz on this that we would all fail. This
is probably one of the more simple
things that I have had to deal with
since I have been up here.

We have a program in place today
that allows most of the producers of
milk in this country to receive essen-
tially the same price, but there is a
wide variance in the cost of production.
So what we are trying to do today is
overturn a program that says if it
costs, as my friend from California said
a moment ago, $17 to produce milk in
the Southeast and $12 to produce it in
the upper Midwest, what we are trying
to do is overturn a program that says
that the place that has the cheapest
cost of production, we are going to give
a dollar per hundred-weight raise; and
where it costs more to produce it, we
are going to ask for a decline in the
price. It makes absolutely no sense to
do what we are doing.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, a lot of folks have been calling
our office, other Members that do not
represent dairy States, asking what is
going on here. Well, I would like to
give Members who do not represent
dairy States a little insight as to what
this whole pricing formula is all about.
If Members think our Tax Code is com-
plicated, wait until they look at dairy.

Out of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions the method for determining the
basic formula price for milk and the
blend price is as follows:

The basic formula price for milk
equals last month’s average price paid
for manufacturing grade milk in Min-
nesota and Wisconsin plus current
grade AA butter price times 4.27 plus
current nondry milk price times 8.07
minus current dry-buttermilk price
times 0.42 plus current cheddar cheese
price times 9.87 plus current grade A
butter price times 0.238 minus last
month’s grade A butter price times 4.27
plus last month’s nondry milk price
times 8.07 plus last month’s dry-butter-
milk price times 0.42 minus last
month’s cheddar cheese price times 9.87
plus last month’s grade A butter price
times 0.238 plus present butter fat
minus 3.5 times current month’s butter
price times 1.38 minus last month’s
price of manufacturing grade A milk in
Minnesota-Wisconsin times 0.028.
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That is the basic formula price. Now

let us go to the blend price, which gets
us closer to what the farmer actually
gets.

The blend price is the basic formula
price plus .12 times percent of milk
used for cheese and powder and butter
plus basic formula price plus .30 times
percent of milk used for ice cream and
yogurt plus the basic formula price
plus 1.04 plus .15 times the distance
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin, divided by
100 times the percent of milk used for
fluid milk.

My colleagues, this is the pricing for-
mula set in law 62 years ago; and this
is what we are living under now. The
USDA is proposing very modest re-
forms toward a market-based system
so that farmers can farm based on their
own merit, not based on where the
heck they live in proximity to Eau
Claire, Wisconsin.

This is the formula. This is how they
determine how a farmer basically gets
the price for milk. This is more com-
plicated than our U.S. Tax Code, yet
the proponents of H.R. 1402 want to
keep this price system in place. That is
what this debate is about. When we lis-
ten to these numbers about $200 mil-
lion being lost, those are bogus num-
bers. The USDA, the Food and Agricul-
tural Policy Research Institute con-
cluded on consensus numbers that, at
worst, farmers are going to lose $2.8
million a year but, on average, 60 per-
cent of America’s dairy farmers are
going to do better under the USDA’s
plan.

So this $200 million figure, Members
should not believe the hype. At worst
they are going to lose $2.8 million. The
decimal point needs to be moved a cou-
ple slots to the left.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1402. It is a Federal response to
a national problem, and it reflects
what Congress had intended when it re-
quired milk market order reform.

In 1996 through the Freedom to Farm
Bill, Congress voted to reform the milk
marketing order program. Congress di-
rected the Secretary to reduce the
number of marketing orders and phase
out the Federal product purchase with-
out compromising the basic pricing
structure on which dairy farmers de-
pend.

Again in 1998, a majority of Members
from the House and Senate signed let-
ters to Secretary Glickman appealing
to him to implement a Federal milk
pricing policy that did not signifi-
cantly lower milk producer prices. Un-
fortunately, the administration ig-
nored the will of Congress and the de-
sire of the majority of dairy producers
and announced the final dairy plan
that drastically phases down the Fed-

eral pricing program, costing producers
nationwide millions in lost farm rev-
enue.

Dairy producers are expected to lose
$200 million or more annually when the
administration’s plan, the modified Op-
tion 1–B Class I price differential is en-
acted. I urge my colleagues to support
the 1–A option and to support this bill.

Today, Congress has the opportunity to
show support for agriculture and an interest in
improving farm income during a time of finan-
cial turmoil for farmers by voting for H.R.
1402.

Simply put, Option 1–A reforms the milk
marketing order system, reduces volatility, and
continues to assure there will be enough fresh
milk in all markets of our nation. It does so by
keeping in place transportation differentials, a
system that has worked for many years, guar-
anteeing us an adequate supply of fresh,
wholesome milk. As the government with-
draws from the purchase of dairy products to
balance the market, we need to leave in place
those mechanisms that assure us a continued
supply.

Some may argue that the producers them-
selves voted for the Administration’s plan
through the producer referendum in August
and we should honor their wishes. In no way
should the producers affirmative vote be con-
sidered as support for the lower Federal Order
Class prices proposed by Secretary Glickman.
It was a vote under duress. The Secretary
gave the producers no choice. It was either
his way or no way at all. Producers voted for
his plan in efforts to keep the Federal Order
system intact as producers await the enact-
ment of H.R. 1402.

Farmers from across the country are count-
ing on our support. More than 225 members
of the House have promised their dairy farm-
ers their support in Congress. Don’t be fooled
by misleading tactics. This is simply a bill to
keep our farmers in business. I urge every
member to support H.R. 1402.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and in this short time I
have, Mr. Chairman, we have heard a
lot of comment on what support there
is and what expert evidence there is
and support for Option 1–A.

I just want to point out four simple
facts, and they are this: That since the
passage of the 1996 farm bill, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has ignored all of
the experts, and has been on a biased
march to debunk the dairy marketing
process in the United States.

Consider that USDA took public
comments on many proposals it put
forth; and, in the final analysis, com-
ments filed by the dairy industry and
dairy experts ran better than 8 to 1 in
favor of Option 1–A. The Department
empowered a price structure com-
mittee composed of many industry ex-
perts to make recommendations to the
Secretary. This committee rec-
ommended Option 1–A. They were ig-
nored.

The Department’s own internal dairy
division experts recommended Option
1–A. They were overruled. Option 1–B
was then advanced. Three hundred
Members of the House and Senate sent
a letter, concerned about the path
USDA was pursuing, wrote to the Sec-
retary and told him that they sup-
ported Option 1–A. They were ignored
as well.

Experts in the industry and out of
the industry know that Option 1–A is
the fair and equitable way.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
have been here 17 years. If I am here
1700 years, I will not be able to explain
the complexities of dairy pricing. But I
can tell my colleagues this, the sup-
porters of 1402 are not willing to stand
idly by while others would relegate the
family farm to the status of forgotten
Americans.

Let me tell my colleagues about the
consumers, because we are all vitally
interested in the consumers. If we do
nothing, if we allow this present trend
to continue, pretty soon we will have
the production of milk concentrated in
the hands of just a very few. And when
that happens, just watch what happens
to the price.

We have an obligation in this House,
in this Congress, to provide some as-
sistance to the family dairy farms, and
Option 1–B would rob them of $200 mil-
lion of income. That is totally unac-
ceptable.

Let me give my colleagues another
twist on this. Why is the environ-
mental community so sensitive to the
plight of the family dairy farms? It is
not just because they are an endan-
gered species, which they are, but it is
because if we witness the demise of the
family dairy farms, we will have more
of that scourge of America urban
sprawl, and that is not healthy for any-
body.

This bill is about protecting our struggling
family farmers and ensuring that they get a
fair price for the milk they produce for the ben-
efit of us all.

USDA’s modified Option 1–B would reduce
what return dairy farmers see for their invest-
ment at a time when many dairy farmers are
already struggling. The dairy farmers’ share of
consumer dollars spent for milk has been de-
creasing since 1980. In fact, the percent of the
consumer milk dollar going to farmers dropped
approximately 20% from 1980 to 1997.

Dairy farmers nationwide stand to lose $200
million a year if the Agriculture Department’s
Modified Option 1–B pricing plan is for fluid
milk is adopted. While farmers would see a re-
duction in income under the modified Option
1–B plan, this change would have little effect
on the price consumers pay for milk because
processors and grocery stores are unlikely to
reduce prices.

The number of dairy farms and farmers has
been declining over the last several years.
New York has lost approximately 6,000 dairy
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farms in the last ten years. Any reduction in
farmers’ incomes will mean that more pro-
ducers leave the farm.

Farmers are vulnerable to volatile market
conditions because milk is perishable; farmers
can’t just tell the cows to stop producing milk
in order to wait out low prices. Option 1–A
gives dairy producers more stability and helps
to ensure that they receive a fair price for milk.

Milk prices under the modified Option 1–B
will be insufficient to cover the cost of pro-
ducing milk on many family-sized farms, forc-
ing many of these farmers out of business and
leaving few producers with control of the dairy
market. This will result in greater concentration
of the dairy industry in the hands of a few and
higher prices for the consumer.

I urge my colleagues to vote for Option 1–
A and H.R. 1402.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the dean of the Minnesota dele-
gation and a leader on dairy issues.

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

The existing policy is doing exactly
what the preceding speaker said, driv-
ing the family farm out of existence.
We have lost half of the dairy farms of
East Central Minnesota in the last 10
years because of policies that are in
place, and that would be changed by
the Secretary’s order.

It is time to end the milk cartels, the
regional dairy compacts. It is time to
free up the most productive dairy farm-
ers in America, those in the Minnesota-
Wisconsin milksheds. It is time to re-
duce the milk marketing orders from
31 to 11, as USDA proposes. It is time
to vote for fair trade at home in the
dairy sector and preserve the family
dairy farm.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Perhaps some very troubling but, I
think undeniable, important facts. As
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY) suggested, the De-
partment had hearings but the Depart-
ment did not listen. Of the 4,217 com-
ments placed into the hearing record,
3,579, nearly 85 percent of them, sup-
ported 1–A. Again, as my colleague so
correctly noted, the industry, the Ag
Department’s own internal price struc-
ture committee accepted and rec-
ommended 1–A.
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As well, the Congress has voted on
this time and time again. During the
1996 farm bill, we considered proposals
that would have dramatically altered
the price structure and the market
order system, but we rejected each and
every one of those.

To my friends that say that Congress
is now reneging on the deal, let me

read the report language from the 1996
farm bill: ‘‘The minimum price for
class I fluid milk shall be the same or
substantially similar to those set forth
in the 1985 farm bill.’’ This 1402 is to-
tally consistent with congressional in-
tent.

Let me just make a couple of other
points. I am pleased to let Governor
Ventura know that, under 1402, or 1–B,
neither uses Eau Claire, Wisconsin, as
the sole basing point for Class I dif-
ferentials. So he can go to bed happy
tonight.

Also, when we talk about market ori-
entation, both 1–B, the Department’s
plan, and our bill, 1402, use the market
price of cheese as the driving force for
class I. So that my opponents here and
other opponents can continue not to
worry about that, as well.

Also, the Ag Department’s analysis,
the Secretary’s analysis, was totally
debunked by every reputable economist
and organization that analyzes the
dairy industry. They used a totally
false premise with respect to class III
prices when they came up with the cal-
culation of $2.2 million. I wish it were
true, quite honestly. Otherwise, we
would not have to be here.

1402 is consistent with congressional
intent. It is good for dairy farmers
across this country. The House needs
to adopt the bill today.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Chairman, I just would say to my
colleagues one more time, we have got
a pretty good debate here today, but
for those of my colleagues that have
supported free trade, that believe in
the free market, I just say to them,
how can they defend a system where we
are benefiting one farmer in America
over another farmer? We are setting up
barriers in this country where we are
saying we should take them down in
the world. So I would say, how can
they defend a program that does that?

The second thing I would say, we
have had a lot of talk today about how
we are losing family farmers. And that
is true. We are leaving them in every
area of this country. But we need to
understand that we have been losing
those farmers under the existing pro-
gram which House File 1402 continues.
So how in the world are we going to
save family farmers if we are going to
keep the same program that has caused
us to lose them up to this point?

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of our time to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chair of the Committee on
Agriculture for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, earlier the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD) had
a chart and he said, if this thing is de-
feated, these areas are going to be
bleeding red. But if we think about it,
what it really says is that for 62 years
they have had an advantage and our
farmers in the upper Midwest have
been bleeding red.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
RILEY) said that in some areas it costs
more to produce milk and so we have
to have big differentials. But in some
areas of the country it costs more to
grow wheat. In some areas it costs
more to grow corn. And if it costs too
much, they do not produce corn in
those areas. But in no other area does
the Federal Government step in and ar-
tificially try to set the prices.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN)
because I think what he read just made
my point. In fact, I rest my case. Can
anyone in this room, can anyone in
this body, can anyone in this country
say that they honestly understand the
way milk marketing orders are set?
Can anyone honestly say that it makes
any sense, either economic or policy or
politically, can anyone honestly defend
this price-fixing cartel?

Shortly after the Soviet flag came
down for the last time over the Krem-
lin, an editorial was written here in the
United States and the headline was
‘‘Markets are more powerful than ar-
mies.’’ What a beautiful line.

Let us take a small step away from
this Soviet-style pricing scheme. Let
us listen to common sense. Let us lis-
ten to our farmers, not to special inter-
ests. Let us defeat H.R. 1402.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I commend Mr.
BLUNT for bringing this legislation to the floor
today, and giving me the opportunity to speak
on behalf of our Nation’s dairy farmers, in sup-
port of H.R. 1402.

In my home State of New York, agriculture
is the largest industry with an annual farm
value of products over $3 billion. The State’s
dairy industry, over 8,000 farmers, accounts
for approximately 60 percent of the farm re-
ceipts.

With abundant rainfall, productive soil, and
proximity to the Nation’s largest markets, the
outlook for the future of New York’s dairy
farmers is one of great potential.

However, in a recent meeting with Brian
Ford, a dairy farmer from Orange County, NY,
it was once again made clear to me, that our
Nation’s farmers continue to struggle; a strug-
gle made even harder by the inability of the
Department of Agriculture to respond to their
needs, by moving forward with a plan that re-
duces farm income in 45 States.

Although our Nation’s dairy farmers over-
whelmingly support reform, the present class 1
pricing formula will force them to lose at least
$200 million annually.

Accordingly, H.R. 1402 will require the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to implement the class 1
milk price structure known as option 1–A, as
part of the implementation of the final rule to
consolidate Federal milk marketing orders.

A strong agricultural industry is not only
beneficial to the farm and food industry, but to
the economy of every State, hundreds of local
communities, and our consumers. America’s
small family farms rely on us to provide them
with a strong foundation. Since 1993, the
United States has lost 25 percent of its do-
mestic dairy operations; a trend that must be
stopped.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1402.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, over the past
few months, I have traveled around my district
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and listened to farmers and ranchers tell me
about the state of the farm economy—low
commodity prices, drought, hurricanes. I also
heard from my dairy farmers telling me of their
dwindling dairy industry in North Carolina. A
business which once thrived with as many as
400,000 milk cows, is now down to 75,000
cows—losing 5,000 in the last 3 years alone.

I tell you these things about our dairy indus-
try in North Carolina to give you some insight
into our current situation. I want you to know,
however, that while it is becoming increasingly
difficult for our dairy farmers, there are still
478 farms employing hundreds of people and
providing consumers in North Carolina with
fresh milk every day.

I come to the floor today to voice my strong
support for H.R. 1402. Option 1–A is not only
vital to the survival of the dairy industry in
many regions, it is also good for consumers.
Economic studies show that locally produced
milk is cheaper for consumers because they
don’t have to pay the cost of shipping milk
from surplus areas. Option 1–A is also good
for consumers because it ensures that milk
will get quickly from the cow to the consumer;
therefore, it will have a longer shelf-life.

The bottom line here is that North Caro-
linians want and deserve fresh milk. I, along
with 230 of my colleagues, believe that the
freshest milk is the milk that doesn’t have to
travel a thousand miles to get to our constitu-
ents. By voting against option 1–A, Members
would be voting to put hundreds of more dairy
farmers out of business—ensuring that milk
will indeed have to be transported in year-
round from farms all over the United States.

I urge you to vote in favor of option 1–A and
in favor of fresh milk and the family farm.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in vigorous
opposition to H.R. 1402. This legislation
threatens to keep this Nation’s dairy system
shrouded in an antiquated, Depression-era
policy that discriminates against our Nation’s
dairy farmers because of the area in which
they produce milk products.

Mr. Chairman, this bill should not have
reached the floor today. It flies in the face of
a commitment that we made in the 1996 Free-
dom to Farm bill that granted the Secretary of
Agriculture limited authority to develop a mar-
ket based policy for our Nation’s dairy farmers.
Since the majority failed to let this House ad-
dress this issue legislatively, we left it upon
the Secretary of Agriculture to replace the cur-
rent 70-year-old pricing structure whose origi-
nal goal was to facilitate milk production
across the nation when the United States
lacked the intricate transportation network and
modern refrigeration technology that we pos-
sess today.

Because this Nation lacked the ability to
reach all areas of the country within a day, it
was necessary to guarantee dairy farmers a
minimum price within 31 regions for the fluid
milk they produced in order to encourage milk
production in regions that otherwise would not
have a regular milk supply. The minimum milk
prices paid to producers’ were based on the
producers distance from Eau Claire, WI. This
curious pricing scheme accounted for the re-
gional inequities experienced by producers. If
it ever made any sense, events and develop-
ments have long rendered this law useless for
achieving equity.

This may have worked for farmers 70 years
ago, but today this Byzantine dairy policy is
punishing our small dairy farmers. Under cur-

rent law and under this legislation, small dairy
farmers who live in an area of traditionally
high milk production are being put out of busi-
ness because of a government requirement
that other dairy farms must be paid a higher
price for the same identical product based on
their geographic location. I find it incompre-
hensible that the greatest nation on earth, the
center of freedom and democracy, is maintain-
ing such a market place disparity to farm pro-
ducers, the very family farmers who are re-
sponsible for allowing us to put food on our ta-
bles.

H.R. 1302 not only forces more dairy farm-
ers out of business, it also places the United
States at a disadvantage at the upcoming
World Trade Organization Ministerial meeting
in which the United States hopes to achieve
its trade objectives during multilateral trade
negotiations. At a time when the U.S. trade
deficit is at an all time high, the United States
cannot afford to extend this competitive dis-
advantage that our farmers already experience
at home to markets abroad. How can we as
a nation negotiate with our trading partners for
free and open markets when we persistently
refuse free trade between regions within our
own country? Our farmers and our Nation can-
not afford to maintain this protectionist method
of structuring the milk market in this progres-
sive era of global trade. A vote for this legisla-
tion means stunting the growth and develop-
ment of this nation all in the name of region-
alism and money for parochial interests.

This should not be a regional issue. This
should be an issue of equity. Equity for all our
dairy farmers. Times are tough in the agricul-
tural industry today, and we are only exacer-
bating these problems by following the creed
of divide and conquer. It is my sincere hope
that Members today can show a degree of
fairness, look at this issue as it affects the Na-
tion as a whole and vote against this legisla-
tion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to H.R. 1402. This legislation
would deny dairy farmers in my congressional
district and throughout the Upper Midwest
much-needed, free-market-oriented reforms
and would continue to threaten their ability to
do business while giving an unfair advantage
to other dairy farmers throughout the country.

Rreforms of this Nation’s Depression-era
milk pricing regulations are long overdue. The
current system, which H.R. 1402 would pre-
serve, is based on outdated realities of milk
production, consumption, and transportation,
and has caused drastic distortions in milk pro-
duction, as a result.

Currently, U.S. dairy policy discriminates
against Upper Midwestern Dairy producers
based on the region where they produce their
milk. Specifically, federal pricing regulations
dictate the price of fluid milk based on dis-
tance from Eau Clair, WI. In the days before
modern refrigeration, interstate highway sys-
tems, and other innovations, this policy made
sense. Those days are gone, and today, this
policy makes about as much sense as Micro-
soft pricing computers based on how far an in-
dividual resides from its corporate head-
quarters in Redmond, WA.

The USDA’s final rule makes modest steps
toward pricing equity and toward a system that
would allow producers to compete more fairly
in the domestic marketplace. The nation’s
leading dairy economists, at the request of the
House Agriculture Committee, conducted an

analysis of USDA’s pricing reforms and
showed that about 60 percent of the nation’s
dairy producers would fare better under
USDA’s final rule than they would under the
status quo, which would be mandated by H.R.
1402.

Additionally, H.R. 1402, if enacted, would
cost consumers as much as $1 billion annually
in higher milk and dairy product prices. That
cost is regressive, falling most heavily on low-
income consumers, who use more of their in-
come for food and more of their food budget
for dairy products. USDA estimates that the
federal nutrition programs, such as WIC, Food
Stamps, and the School Lunch Program will
take at least a $190 million hit over 5 years
under H.R. 1402, and likely more.

Further, while the United States continually
encourages the World Trade Organization to
open agricultural markets to increased com-
petition, our domestic dairy policies are being
attacked as anti-competitive and trade-dis-
torting.

In summary, I believe there are numerous
reasons to oppose this bill. H.R. 1402 con-
tinues a system that props up dairy farmers in
some regions of the country at the financial
expense of efficient dairy farmers in Iowa and
the Upper Midwest in a pricing manner that
does not exist for any other product in the
United States. This legislation is an added
burden to taxpayers and a regressive tax in-
crease on low-income families. Finally, this
legislation represents a twisted one-size-fits-all
federal mandate and a pro-isolationist trade
policy which could lock U.S. dairy farmers out
of the world market. For all of these reasons,
I oppose H.R. 1402 and I hope my colleagues
will vote to allow dairy farmers to produce for
the market, and not for government programs.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 1402, which would re-
quire the Secretary of Agriculture to implement
the new Federal Milk Marketing Order pro-
posal known as Option 1–A.

As you know, the 1996 Farm bill mandated
the Department of Agriculture to reform the
Federal Milk Marketing Orders, which deter-
mine the price of most dairy products. In re-
sponse, USDA issued two proposed reforms,
known as option 1–A and option 1–B. During
consideration of this rule, USDA heard directly
from more than 200 members of this body
supporting the implementation of option 1–A.
Their Final Rule published on March 28, 1999,
noted that the 4,217 comments received since
the change was proposed, more than 3,500 of
them were in support of option 1–A.

We are here today because despite clear
and overwhelming support for option 1–A,
USDA has chosen to move forward and imple-
ment a plan that would devastate small dairy
farmers throughout the country. The proposal
put forward by USDA would specifically cost
dairy farmers in my district more than
$360,000 per year, representing a loss of 66
cent per hundredweight on class I fluid milk
and a loss of 24 cents per hundredweight on
class III milk. In Connecticut, and in most of
New England, our dairy farms are small family
run businesses, and vital to our region’s econ-
omy.

In New England, we have even banded to-
gether to form the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact, twice approved by this body, to fos-
ter this shrinking industry and to address the
unique problems of dairy production in the re-
gion. Protecting these small family businesses
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has also been an integral part of protecting
open space and local communities’ conserva-
tion and environmental reclamation programs.
Many other states in the Mid-Atlantic, South-
east, and Southwest have followed New Eng-
land’s lead and begun ratifying their own com-
pacts. If USDA moves forward and imple-
ments option 1–B, few if any of these dairy
producers would survive.

I have heard repeatedly from other mem-
bers and the USDA that there was over-
whelming support among dairy producers for
their reform proposal in their recently con-
ducted referendum. But I have also heard
from the dairy community that they felt cor-
nered into that vote, forced to support the
Federal Order system at the risk of termination
rather than the proposed change.

So I rise in support of this bill, to protect
small American farmers, and in support of the
Stenholm/Pombo amendment, which would
clarify language about forward contracting for
dairy producers. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill, and oppose any poison pill
amendments that may be offered as attempts
to prevent fair and meaningful dairy reform.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to H.R. 1402. Frankly, I find
it ridiculous that we are even discussing this
bill here today. We all know that free markets
are far preferable to out-dated government
price control schemes, yet we are discussing
a bill to block even modest market-oriented
dairy policy reforms.

The free market has served American pro-
ducers and consumers exceptionally well. Car
prices are not determined according to the dis-
tance that they are manufactured from Detroit,
software prices are not set by the distance
that they are produced from Silicon Valley,
and orange prices are not established accord-
ing to the distance from Florida to where they
are grown. Instead, the free market is allowed
to determine the prices for these products. Not
coincidentally, these industries are thriving.
Conversely, milk prices are determined by the
distance of the producer from Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, and small dairy farmers across the
country are struggling to survive. It should be
clear that the free market provides the best
system for determining prices in America, no
matter the product.

The Department of Agriculture’s milk mar-
keting order reforms, though certainly less
market-based than I had hoped, represent a
common-sense step toward simplifying the
pricing of milk. Dairy farmers across the coun-
try voted in support of this reform by 97 per-
cent. Ignoring this vote, H.R. 1402 would es-
sentially maintain the status quo in milk pricing
and force dairy farmers to continue to struggle
under the current antiquated government re-
straints. For the sake of farmers and con-
sumers, I urge you to oppose H.R. 1402 and
support market-oriented dairy reforms.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, today we
will have the unique opportunity to cast a vote
which will save the family dairy farmer, while
ensuring that Americans continue to enjoy the
highest possible quality of milk. H.R. 1402,
which would require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to implement the Class I milk price
structure known as Option 1–A, will ensure
that tens of thousands of American family
dairy farms are not put out of business. Option
1–A does this by extending for one year the
dairy price support program, as well as main-
taining current minimum prices for fluid-use

farm milk. H.R. 1402 will enable the American
family dairy farmer to survive and hopefully
prosper in the years ahead.

While most industry in the United States
continues to ride the wave of the largest eco-
nomic boom in history, in my district, many
family dairy farmers have been forced to give
up their 4th and 5th generation farms. This is
deplorable. Without the enactment of this leg-
islation, more will go out of business—and for
what reason—so all the milk produced in this
nation will be produced by large Midwestern
dairies. Fewer producers will mean less com-
petition and higher prices. Don’t believe the
numbers that are being circulated by our
upper Midwestern colleagues—Option 1–B will
cost consumers in quality and price down the
road.

Let me give you some numbers which point
to the huge significance of this legislation for
my state. Last year in North Carolina, the
dairy industry generated an estimated $572
million in economic activity. North Carolina has
10 Grade A milk processing plants. The total
milk produced in the state last year amounted
to 146 million gallons. As of July 1, 1998,
there were 478 commercial dairy farms in the
state. Cash receipts for the sale of milk by
dairy farmers amounted to $187 million. Last
year, there were 75,000 milk cows in the
state, each producing an average of 1,947
gallons of milk. And Iredell county, which is
part of my congressional district, has 71 farms
which produced almost 5 million gallons of
milk in the month of December last year, mak-
ing it far and away the largest milk producing
county in the state.

Without H.R. 1402, the economy of North
Carolina faces a loss of over half a billion dol-
lars in economic activity, a loss of almost 500
dairy farms, and the devastation of commer-
cial and family farming. Don’t vote to dev-
astate the livelihoods of these farmers by op-
posing H.R. 1402. Please support H.R. 1402
to ensure more low cost, high quality milk pro-
duction in North Carolina and in the United
States.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of H.R. 1402—a
bill which requires the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to implement the Class I
milk price structure. This price struc-
ture, known as Option 1–A, is impor-
tant to dairy farmers in Massachu-
setts, and I am proud to cosponsor this
legislation. While the volume of dairy
production in Massachusetts does not
come close to equaling the production
of some of the Midwestern states, dairy
is an important industry in my state
and district, and I fully support this ef-
fort to provide a stable pricing struc-
ture for this volatile industry.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
will soon issue a final Class I milk
price structure. The USDA proposed
price structure, Option 1–B, will cost
dairy farmers at least $200 million an-
nually, placing an even greater burden
on an industry that is already reeling
from drought. H.R. 1402 would keep the
Class 1 differentials at levels similar to
those today. These levels were estab-
lished to assure an adequate supply of
milk for fluid use and guarantee a min-
imum price for producers based on sup-
ply and demand conditions. Despite
overwhelming support from dairy pro-

ducers and the Members of Congress
who represent these farmers, USDA has
continued with its planned implemen-
tation of Option 1–B. This bill will en-
sure that our dairy producers are not
forced into bankruptcy because of a
flawed price structure dictated by the
large farms in Midwestern America.

At this point, I would like to insert
into the record a letter from Massachu-
setts State Representative Michael J.
Rodrigues, who represents the Fall
River/Westport region. This letter doc-
uments the importance of the Option 1–
A pricing structure to the dairy pro-
ducers in Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is important
not only to dairy farmers in Massachu-
setts, but also to those throughout the
Northeast and Southeast. Without the
stability of this pricing structure,
dairy production in these areas will de-
cline until the business is unprofitable
and ceases to exist except on large
dairy farms in the Midwest. H.R. 1402
will help prevent these closures by set-
ting a minimum price for milk for
these regions. This bill gives dairy
farmers a chance to succeed and pros-
per. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1402 and vote for this important
bill.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Boston, MA, September 20, 1999.

Congressman JAMES MCGOVERN,
Cannon Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MCGOVERN: The dairy
industry is moving through a period of great
change. The 1996 FAIR Act has been the key
impetus to this change and is the result of
fundamental changes in the agricultural sec-
tor of the economy. A significant part of
these changes is the greater volatility in
milk prices farmers receive.

Volatility in prices creates difficulties not
only for dairy farmers but also for those who
purchase milk for manufacturing product.
From a business perspective, price volatility
presents difficulties in financial planning. If
a farmer or a company cannot depend on a
stable price, financial planning becomes
much more difficult.

Often not considered in the debate is the
impact on manufacturers of dairy products
such as ice cream, cheese, and butter. Massa-
chusetts has a considerable amount of dairy
product manufactures. For example, Massa-
chusetts consistently ranks second or third
in the country in the manufacture of ice
cream. Part of the reason for this high rank-
ing is a stable milk supply, which is the re-
sult of stable milk prices to dairy farmers.
Of course, the other reason is that
Baystaters enjoy a good bowl of high quality
ice cream.

With one of the highest costs of production
in the country, Massachusetts dairy farmers,
and indeed, Northeastern dairy farmers, face
an uncertain future. The Northeast Dairy
Compact has offered that safety net which,
for many farmers, is the make-or-break fac-
tor in whether or not to sell out to devel-
opers. If the Northeast Dairy Compact is not
reauthorized, many Massachusetts dairy
farmers will likely sell out. As the local sup-
ply of milk declines, dairy product manufac-
tures will likely move to areas of more avail-
able milk supplies and with this move, jobs
will move as well.

Your support of the Northeastern Dairy
Compact is critical to the viability of the
dairy product manufacturing industry not to
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mention the vitality of the dairy farmers in
Massachusetts, who work so hard not only to
produce milk, but also to maintain the open
space and aesthetic qualities that are so im-
portant to the character of Massachusetts as
a New England state.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL J. RODRIGUES,

State Representative.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, having spent
quite some time on a farm in my earlier years,
I can certainly understand the concerns of
those who are advocating enactment of H.R.
1402. With all the risks and uncertainties agri-
cultural producers face on a regular and not-
so-regular basis, it is hardly surprising that
dairy farmers would rather not add another un-
known quantity to the list of things with which
they must concern themselves. Also, there is
a natural tendency to fear the unknown simply
because it is unfamiliar.

But while it may be tempting to think that
the devil you know is preferable to one that
you don’t, there is a problem with that line of
reasoning in this instance. Should it prevail
today, members of this body may have a dev-
ilishly difficult time explaining, much less justi-
fying, it in the future. That being the case, I
would urge my colleagues to consider some
facts and figures before they cast their vote on
H.R. 1402.

Most obvious, not to mention significant, is
the fact that our current system of milk mar-
keting orders and price differentials is over 60
years old, a relic born long before the inter-
state highway system came into being or re-
frigeration trucks made their presence felt.
Back then, the argument went as follows: for
America’s children to be able to drink whole-
some fresh milk every day, dairy farmers had
to be in business nearby. But now the cir-
cumstances are entirely different. Not only can
milk be shipped safely over long distances
but, in many cases, it can be obtained from
out-of-state more cheaply than from neigh-
boring sources. As a consequence, what once
may have benefited youngsters now adds to
the price their parents pay for their milk.

Estimates of the cost of the present milk
pricing system to consumers start at $674 mil-
lion per year, with several approaching or
even exceeding $1 billion annually. Not only
that, but if milk price supports are extended for
another year, as H.R. 1402 now provides, and
the existing milk pricing system is essentially
retained, America’s taxpayers will be ad-
versely affected as well. Because those provi-
sions of H.R. 1402 will keep the price of milk
consumed by participants in this nation’s food
stamp, child nutrition and supplemental feed-
ing programs, they will not realize approxi-
mately $53 million a year in savings that
should result from implementation of the
USDA’s Final Rule on milk marketing orders
and price differentials. Also, there is evidence
that dairy farmers themselves would not ben-
efit as much as they might expect if H.R. 1402
becomes law. According to a recent estimate
extrapolated from data developed by the Uni-
versity of Iowa’s Farm and Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (FAPRI), 59% of America’s
dairy farmers would fare better if the USDA’s
Final Rule takes effect.

That last figure, in particular, is a telling sta-
tistic. But it is by no means the only reason it
would be best to reject H.R. 1402 for the sake
of America’s dairy farmers. Even more com-
pelling, to my way of thinking, is the potentially
negative impact enactment of H.R. 1402 could

have on the prospects for enhancing the ex-
port of American agricultural products in the
years ahead.

As I need hardly remind my colleagues, this
nation’s agricultural producers have been dis-
proportionately disadvantaged by foreign trade
barriers for many years now. That being the
case, a key objective in the next round of
trade negotiations is to achieve greater market
access for all United States exports of agricul-
tural commodities and value-added foods. But
how successful can we be in achieving that
objective if we are perceived to be asking
other nations to do things we are unwilling to
do ourselves?

Let me be a bit more specific. From my van-
tage point as chairman of the Trade Sub-
committee of the House Ways and Means
Committee, it appears that the provisions of
H.R. 1402 run directly counter to the negoti-
ating objectives of the United States in those
upcoming trade talks which get underway in
Seattle on November 30th of this year. Instead
of telling our would-be trading partners that we
practice what we preach, those provisions
would give them ammunition they could use to
resist opening their markets to our exports. In
the past, countries with the most troublesome
trade barriers have tried to shield their unfair
trade practices by continuing to define them
as being within the ‘‘blue box’’ category of ex-
port subsidies that are beyond the reach of
multilateral disciplines. If we insist on main-
taining market distorting pricing mechanisms
and commodity subsidies of our own, as H.R.
1402 would do, those countries will see little
reason—and have no incentive—to change
their position. The result: markets for Amer-
ican agricultural products will not open up as
we would like, the promise of the 1996 Free-
dom to Farm Act will not materialize as we
have hoped, and American farmers will not be
as well off as they have expected.

Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I trust we will
not make that mistake. For the sake of the
consumer, the taxpayer and, yes, the dairy
farmer himself or herself, I hope we will not go
down the antiquated, out-of-date, inconsistent
with the free market path that H.R. 1402
would take us. Rather than cling to a past that
was not all that kind to dairy farmers anyway,
let us look to the future and to the prospect of
larger, more efficient markets, not just for dairy
products, but for all the exportable agricultural
goods produced in this country.

We have the land, the skill, the experience
and the technology to feed not just ourselves,
but people all over the world at prices, few, if
any others, can match. Indeed, we are truly
blessed and it would be a shame if we did not
count our blessings and put them to the best
possible use, not exclusively to serve the in-
terests of agricultural producers, but also to
benefit those who process, distribute, sell, pre-
pare and/or consume all kinds of agricultural
commodities.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘no’’ on H.R. 1402 so that the USDA’s Final
Rule on milk marketing orders can take effect
on October 1st of this year. That Rule may not
be perfect, but compared to status quo alter-
native contemplated by H.R. 1402, it is a sig-
nificant step in the right direction.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill, modified by

the amendments printed in Part A of
House Report 106–324, is considered as
an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, is as follows:

H.R. 1402
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REQUIRED USE OF OPTION 1A AS

PRICE STRUCTURE FOR CLASS I
MILK UNDER CONSOLIDATED FED-
ERAL MILK MARKETING ORDERS.

(a) USE OF OPTION 1A.—In implementing the
final decision for the consolidation and reform
of Federal milk marketing orders, as required by
section 143 of the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7253), the
Secretary of Agriculture shall price fluid or
Class I milk under the orders using the Class I
price differentials identified as Option 1A ‘‘Lo-
cation-Specific Differentials Analysis’’ in the
proposed rule published in the Federal Register
on January 30, 1998 (63 Fed. Reg. 4802, 4809), ex-
cept that the Secretary shall include the correc-
tions and modifications to such Class I differen-
tials made by the Secretary through April 2,
1999.

(b) EFFECT ON IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.—
The requirement to use Option 1A in subsection
(a) does not modify or delay the time period for
actual implementation of the final decision as
part of Federal milk marketing orders specified
in section 738 of the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (as con-
tained in section 101(a) of division A of Public
Law 105–277; 112 Stat. 2681–30).

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF REQUIREMENT.—
(1) EXPEDITED IMPLEMENTATION.—The Sec-

retary of Agriculture shall comply with sub-
section (a) as soon as practicable after the date
of the enactment of this Act. The requirement to
use the Option 1A described in such subsection
shall not be subject to—

(A) the notice and hearing requirements of
section 8c(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
(7 U.S.C. 608c(3)), reenacted with amendments
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, or the notice and comment provisions of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code;

(B) a referendum conducted by the Secretary
of Agriculture pursuant to subsections (17) or
(19) of such section 8c;

(C) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg.
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking;
and

(D) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act’’).

(2) EFFECT ON MINIMUM MILK PRICES.—If the
Secretary of Agriculture announces minimum
prices for milk under Federal milk marketing or-
ders pu4rsuant to section 1000.50 of title 7, Code
of Federal Regulations, before the date on
which the Secretary first complies with sub-
section (a), the minimum prices so announced
before that date shall be the only applicable
minimum prices under Federal milk marketing
orders for the months for which the prices have
been announced.
SEC. 2. NECESSITY OF USING FORMAL RULE-

MAKING TO DEVELOP PRICING
METHODS FOR CLASS III AND CLASS
IV MILK; MODIFIED MANUFAC-
TURING ALLOWANCE FOR CHEESE.

(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDING.—The Class III
and Class IV pricing formulas included in the
final decision for the consolidation and reform
of Federal milk marketing orders, as published
in the Federal Register on April 2, 1999 (64 Fed.
Reg. 16025), do not adequately reflect public
comment on the original proposed rule published
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in the Federal Register on January 30, 1998 (63
Fed. Reg. 4802), and are sufficiently different
from the proposed rule and any comments sub-
mitted with regard to the proposed rule that fur-
ther emergency rulemaking is merited.

(b) FORMAL RULEMAKING.—
(1) REQUIRED.—The Secretary of Agriculture

shall conduct rulemaking, on the record after
an opportunity for an agency hearing, to recon-
sider the Class III and Class IV pricing formulas
included in the final decision referred to in sub-
section (a).

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—A final decision on the
formula shall be implemented not later than 10
months after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(3) EFFECT OF COURT ORDER.—The actions au-
thorized by this subsection are intended to en-
sure the timely publication and implementation
of new pricing formulas for Class III and Class
IV milk. In the event that the Secretary is en-
joined or otherwise restrained by a court order
from implementing the final decision under
paragraph (2), the length of time for which that
injunction or other restraining order is effective
shall be added to the time limitations specified
in paragraph (2) thereby extending those time
limitations by a period of time equal to the pe-
riod of time for which the injunction or other re-
straining order is effective.

(c) FAILURE TO TIMELY COMPLETE RULE-
MAKING.—If the Secretary of Agriculture fails to
implement new Class III and Class IV pricing
formulas within the time period required under
subsection (b)(2) (plus any additional period
provided under subsection (b)(3)), the Secretary
may not assess or collect assessments from milk
producers or handlers under section 8c of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), re-
enacted with amendments by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, for marketing
order administration and services provided
under such section after the end of that period
until the pricing formulas are implemented. The
Secretary may not reduce the level of services
provided under that section on account of the
prohibition against assessments, but shall rather
cover the cost of marketing order administration
and services through funds available for the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service of the Department.

(d) EFFECT ON IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE.—
Subject to subsection (e), the requirement for ad-
ditional rulemaking in subsection (b) does not
modify or delay the time period for actual imple-
mentation of the final decision referred to in
subsection (a) as part of Federal milk marketing
orders, as such time period is specified in section
738 of the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1999 (as contained in sec-
tion 101(a) of division A of Public Law 105–277;
112 Stat. 2681–30).

(e) MODIFIED MANUFACTURING ALLOWANCE
FOR CHEESE.—

(1) MODIFICATION OF ALLOWANCE.—Pending
the implementation of new pricing formulas for
Class III and Class IV milk as required by sub-
section (b), the Secretary of Agriculture shall
modify the formula used for determining Class
III prices, as contained in the final decision re-
ferred to in subsection (a), to replace the manu-
facturing allowance of 17.02 cents per pound of
cheese each place it appears in that formula
with an amount equal to 14.7 cents per pound of
cheese.

(2) EXPEDITED IMPLEMENTATION.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall implement the modi-
fied formula as soon as practicable after the
date of the enactment of this Act. Implementa-
tion and use of the modified formula shall not
be subject to—

(A) the notice and hearing requirements of
section 8c(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
(7 U.S.C. 608c(3)), reenacted with amendments
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, or the notice and comment provisions of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code;

(B) a referendum conducted by the Secretary
of Agriculture pursuant to subsections (17) or
(19) of such section 8c;

(C) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg.
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking;
and

(D) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act’’).

(3) EFFECT ON MINIMUM MILK PRICES.—If the
Secretary of Agriculture announces minimum
prices for milk under Federal milk marketing or-
ders pursuant to section 1000.50 of title 7, Code
of Federal Regulations, before the date on
which the Secretary first implements the modi-
fied formula, the minimum prices so announced
before that date shall be the only applicable
minimum prices under Federal milk marketing
orders for the months for which the prices have
been announced.
SEC. 3. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CURRENT MILK

PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM.
(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Subsection (h)

of section 141 of the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7251) is amended by striking
‘‘1999’’ both places it appears and inserting
‘‘2000’’.

(b) CONTINUATION OF CURRENT PRICE SUPPORT
RATE.—Subsection (b)(4) of such section is
amended by striking ‘‘year 1999’’ and inserting
‘‘years 1999 and 2000’’.

(c) ELIMINATION OF RECOURSE LOAN PROGRAM
FOR PROCESSORS..—Section 142 of the Agricul-
tural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7252) is
repealed.
SEC. 4. DAIRY FORWARD PRICING PROGRAM.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601
et seq.), reenacted with amendments by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 23. DAIRY FORWARD PRICING PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this section, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall establish a pro-
gram under which milk producers and coopera-
tives are authorized to voluntarily enter into
forward price contracts with milk handlers.

‘‘(b) MINIMUM MILK PRICE REQUIREMENTS.—
Payments made by milk handlers to milk pro-
ducers and cooperatives, and prices received by
milk producers and cooperatives, under the for-
ward contracts shall be deemed to satisfy all
regulated minimum milk price requirements of
paragraphs (A), (B), (C), (D), (F), and (J) of
subsection (5), and subsections (7)(B) and (18),
of section 8c.

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—This section shall apply
only with respect to the marketing of federally
regulated milk (regardless of its use) that is in
the current of interstate or foreign commerce or
that directly burdens, obstructs, or affects inter-
state or foreign commerce in federally regulated
milk.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to
that amendment shall be in order ex-
cept those printed in Part B of that re-
port. Each amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered read, debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and
controlled by a proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-

other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 1 printed in Part B of House
Report 106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin:

Page 3, beginning line 3, strike section 1
and insert the following new section:
SECTION 1. REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO

REFERENDA REGARDING FEDERAL
MILK MARKETING ORDERS.

(a) NATIONAL BASIS OF REFERENDUM.—Sec-
tion 8c(19) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(19)), reenacted with
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, is amended by adding
at the end the following new sentence: ‘‘In
the case of the issuance or amendment of an
order relating to milk or its products, the
referendum required by this subsection shall
be conducted on a nationwide basis among
all milk producers operating in areas cov-
ered by Federal milk marketing orders and
the results of the referendum shall be tallied
on a nationwide basis.’’.

(b) TERMINATION OF BLOC VOTING.—Section
8c(12) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7
U.S.C. 608c(12)), reenacted with amendments
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, is amended by adding at the end
the following new sentence: ‘‘In the case of a
referendum relating to milk or its products,
a cooperative association of producers may
not vote in the referendum on behalf of milk
producers who are members of, stockholders
in, or under contract with, such cooperative
association of producers.’’.

(c) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by subsections (a) and (b)
shall apply with respect to the referendum
required by subsection (d) and any other ref-
erendum relating to milk or its products
commenced under section 8c(19) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(19)),
reenacted with amendments by the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, on
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(d) REFERENDUM ON USE OF OPTION 1A OR
OPTION 1B.—

(1) REFERENDUM REQUIRED.—As soon as
practicable after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a referendum among dairy pro-
ducers whose operations are located within
areas covered by Federal milk marketing or-
ders to determine whether producers would
prefer that the Secretary price fluid or Class
I milk under the orders using the Class I
price differentials identified as Option 1A or
Option 1B in the proposed rule published in
the Federal Register on January 30, 1998 (63
Fed. Reg. 4802, 4809), including such correc-
tions and modifications to such options
made by the Secretary through April 2, 1999.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF RESULTS.—The Sec-
retary shall implement the favored option in
the referendum as part of each Federal milk
marketing order (other than any order cov-
ering the State of California).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
each will control 10 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).
Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, one of the problems
with the debate that we are going to
have today is that, as my colleagues
may have already heard, we are going
to be dealing with a very complex, very
difficult subject, milk marketing or-
ders. A lot of terms and a lot of images
are going to be tossed around, and a lot
of Members and a lot of interest groups
are going to be arguing that they know
what is in the best interest of a family
dairy farm.

This amendment, the amendment
that I offer today, will ensure that,
whatever we do today, it is supported
by the dairy farmers themselves, not
co-ops, not manufacturers, not associa-
tions, not Members of Congress, not in-
side-the-beltway interests, but the
dairy farmers themselves.

As we will also hear reference to
today, back in August, dairy producers
all across America were asked to vote
up or down on the modest, very modest
reform plan offered by Secretary Glick-
man. Overwhelming results: over 95
percent of the dairy producers today
and over 90 percent in each region of
the Nation said that they favor the
Glickman reform.

So why are we here? I would argue
that farmers have spoken loud and
clear. They want reform. Well, my col-
leagues, we are here because the large
co-ops and some regional money inter-
ests do not like the results, and they
seek today to overturn those results
and overturn what the farmers I be-
lieve really want.

Now, to cover themselves they offer a
weak excuse. They say that the vote
that they cast in August was not a true
vote and it was not a true vote because
they did not have a choice between 1–
A and 1–B. Instead, it was up or down
on the Glickman reform, it was either
the Glickman reform or termination of
milk marketing orders.

Well, where have they been for the
last 6 decades? That has been the sys-
tem in place since 1937. Those of us who
oppose 1402 did not create it. These are
not our rules. These are the rules that
we have had to play by for 60 years.
The votes have always been cast in
such a fashion.

But today we have an opportunity
through this amendment to take the
anti-reformers at their word. This
amendment that I offer creates democ-
racy. It asks dairy farmers their opin-
ion. It turns to them for votes.

This amendment says that before
this all-seeing, all-wise Congress over-
turns the result of the August ref-
erendum and reimposes its Soviet-style
dairy system, we must have a real vote
of dairy farmers.

What a radical idea, no taxation
without representation.

Secondly, this amendment turns the
vote over to dairy farmers themselves,
all the dairy farmers covered by milk

marketing orders. Instead of having an
order-by-order vote, which is patch-
work voting, this amendment recog-
nizes that all dairy farmers, and we are
going to hear this over and over again,
all dairy farmers, all consumers have
an interest, have a national stake in
what we do today.

Third, this terminates block voting.
A dirty secret in this process is that
farmers actually do not have the vote.
Instead, co-ops do. Co-ops have the
right to vote their members. Just like
feudal lords had the right for centuries
to vote their tenants, husbands had the
right to vote for their wives, co-ops
have the right to vote for their member
farmers. Lord forbid that our dairy
farmers get to express their own opin-
ion.

Fourth, this amendment does pre-
cisely what the supporters of 1402 say
they want, a true choice, a true vote.
We allow dairy farmers, under this
amendment, to choose either 1–A or
1–B.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric about
dairy farmers not getting a real vote in
August. Today, with this amendment,
we have the opportunity to give them a
real vote, a real choice.

I do not rely on the Members out
here, the 229 Members inside the Belt-
way, to make these choices. I put my
faith in dairy farmers. I ask my col-
leagues to support this.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard some
statements made that are not very fac-
tual. To suggest that dairy farmers
have not already voted on this because
their cooperatives have expressed
themselves totally ignores two main
facts. One, of all of the milk produced
in the United States, 82 percent of it is
produced by farmers who belong to co-
operatives.

It is very true that there are a few
cooperatives that differ with this legis-
lation, and they happen to be mostly
from one region of the country; and I
understand that. I hate to hear people
continue to suggest that we are main-
taining Soviet-style legislation be-
cause that is not true either under 1–A
or 1–B, which is the argument today.
That is not a true statement.

Is it a Government program? Abso-
lutely. Has it worked perfectly? Abso-
lutely not. But it is the overwhelming
consensus of opinion by those who
commented on this some 4,217 dairy
farmers and their organizations, 3,579
supported 1402.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) who
has had a major effect in this debate,
and been a major force.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, it really comes down to this: pro-
ponents of H.R. 1402 are saying that the
vote that happened in August was a
cooked vote, that it was not an honest
vote, that they did not get all the
choices to vote on what they wanted.

Well, that is what we are trying to
give. Let us be very clear about what
1402 does with the latest self-executing
amendment. It denies the farmer any
choice as to their fate. It says that
H.R. 1402, the status quo, will be
crammed down their throat with no
say-so, no plebiscite, no choice from
the farmer.

What this amendment simply does is
it lets every individual farmer, not the
co-ops, not the processors, not the big
businesses, the farmers get to choose
do they want it.

Well, the vote that took place in Au-
gust was one that passed with over-
whelming majority. It was a choice be-
tween the USDA’s rule and Option 1–B.
I understand the proponents of 1402 dis-
regard this vote, so we are coming to
them with another vote.

If 1402 is what my colleagues think
all the farmers in this country want,
then they should not be afraid of let-
ting them decide themselves whether
they want it. Let us move this debate
beyond the Beltway, beyond the co-ops
and go directly to the people.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) un-
intentionally misspoke concerning the
vote that occurred. The farmers had a
choice of the Secretary’s proposal of 1–
B or nothing was the choice that was
voted on.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, yes. I apologize. I thought that is
what I had said.

The point is it is understandable that
the proponents of H.R. 1402 disregard
the vote that just took place by the
farmers in August. So what we are sim-
ply saying is, okay, let us have a real
vote; let us have a vote with the dairy
farmers to choose whether or not they
want 1402 before it is implemented, be-
fore it is passed down on to the farmers
with no say-so.

b 1200

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, I find the arguments of the spon-
sors of this amendment to be a little
suspect. These gentleman, I believe,
have every good intention, but they
will also speak today on behalf of the
Boehner amendment, an amendment
which the dairy farmers have voted on.
The dairy farmers overwhelmingly, 90
percent of them, in August rejected
that proposal which would gut the
milk marketing order; so, I am very
skeptical of their position on this.

But let me say this: At a time when
we should be empowering farmers to
work together through cooperatives to



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8490 September 22, 1999
get better prices, this amendment di-
rectly undercuts cooperative bar-
gaining. This amendment would imple-
ment Option 1–B while another ref-
erendum is conducted by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Farmers join cooperatives to increase
the size and effectiveness of their
voice, and block voting on the part of
cooperatives is representative democ-
racy at its best. In a time of agricul-
tural crisis, we should not be advo-
cating ways to limit the ability of co-
operatives to speak for its members,
whether it be in the marketplace or in
the regulatory impacts. This amend-
ment would be a bad precedent, and I
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on Green-Ryan.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself as much time as I
may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment seeks
to pull the mask off the antireformers,
and we are hearing a bit of that in the
rhetoric of my colleague from New
York. Either my colleagues respect the
overwhelming vote of dairy farmers in
August, those that we all say we are
here to serve, or they should change
that voting system to get the real
voice of dairy farmers. This amend-
ment seeks to do that. It seeks to give
us what many of us here are calling
for, a real choice.

As my colleagues know, so many of
us here pay lip service to the family
farm. We say we want to save it, we
want to save Americana, we want to
protect the family farm as a part of our
economy and our culture; and yet ap-
parently, we do not trust those same
family farmers we say we want to pro-
tect. We do not trust them to have a
voice. Instead we take the voice away
from them.

One wonders if perhaps those who do
not support this amendment are afraid
of what they might hear. They are
afraid of what the farmers may tell
them.

This is the moment of truth, this
amendment: Who lines up for dairy
farmers and who lines up for others, for
special interests? Who really wants to
hear from dairy farmers and give them
the opportunity to decide what is best
for them, and who believes that they
know better?

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me attempt to
make it as clear as we possibly can
what that vote was in August, ap-
proved by from 90 percent to 100 per-
cent of those who were voting in var-
ious referenda. Dairy farmers voted to
impose upon themselves the Federal
market order system. That was the
vote, because if they had voted no,
they would have joined with those who
will later today and in some of the
rhetoric already today are suggesting
that dairy farmers do not want a Fed-
eral milk marketing order system.

What most of this discussion is about
is whether we have 1–A or 1–B, and I

readily admit that the intricacies and
the complexity of dairy market order
makes for great fun on the floor of the
House, but it does work for the purpose
of which it was intended and that is to
provide a stabilizing force for dairy
products all over the United States.

Now the issue of whether to have an-
other vote, I hope we will not forget for
a moment somebody will have to pay
for that and that the people that will
pay for that will again be dairy farmers
through the system of which we will be
asking to vote. Under normal cir-
cumstances, I would be in favor of that;
but we have already voted. This is an
amendment by those who oppose 1402,
attempting to muddy the waters some-
what in a very sincere way, and I would
just say to my colleagues:

I hope that they will oppose this
amendment, it is well-intended, it is
unnecessary, it is costly, and it is
being slightly misrepresented by those
who advocate it from the standpoint of
that vote in August because dairy
farmers were confronted there with a
vote of approving 1–B and the rec-
ommendation of USDA or having no
Federal order in their region. Given
that choice, they voted for the Federal
order and support us in our endeavor to
pass 1402 today.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I find it interesting that my es-
teemed colleague is against this
amendment because holding a ref-
erendum of dairy farmers would prove
costly, and yet my colleague and the
supporters of 1402 seek to overturn a
referendum we have already paid for.
Apparently that one was not so costly;
it was worth throwing away to them.
My colleagues cannot have it both
ways. Either we are going to turn to
our dairy farmers or we are not. Either
we are going to respect the results of a
referendum or we are going to change
the referendum to get a true vote.

Remember this: 1402 not only re-
verses the results of the August ref-
erendum, but it would take away the
right to vote by dairy farmers before
this change takes place.

Dairy farmers have had the right to
vote on the Federal order system since
1937. We are taking the step, those who
support 1402 and vote against this
amendment, they are taking the step
for the first time in 62 years imposing
a system without giving dairy farmers
the right to vote. I think that is out-
rageous.

Wherever one stands on 1402, wher-
ever one stands on 1–A, 1–B, Glickman
reform, to take away the right to vote
before we do so is wrong. It is
antifarmer, it is anti-family farmer, it
is a slap in the face of family farms all
across this Nation, those who would
benefit and those who would be hurt by
1402.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from

California (Mr. POMBO), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Horticulture.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me. I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. Even though I agree with many
of the arguments of my colleague from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) makes, his
amendment is not all that simple.
There are many major changes that are
made in the system by this particular
amendment that I do not agree should
be done by an amendment on the House
floor without the full knowledge and
without the hearing process, without
everything that it takes to rewrite
dairy policy.

This has been a very difficult bill to
get through because it does make
major changes and has been very hard
because there are so many different
ideas region to region across the coun-
try. One of the most difficult things in
all this is to hear from people, to get
the members educated on that so they
understand what they are voting on.
This particular amendment makes
major changes in dairy policy in a so-
called simple amendment that is being
added onto this bill. Because of that, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. COMBEST), chairman of the
full House Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand very much the gentleman’s
concerns about the dairy policy, the
proponents of this amendment, and I
would say that the committee, now the
full House, is considering basically
whether to implement 1–A or not. I be-
lieve we know where our constituents
stand on this issue, I believe we know
how they have spoken with us. I do not
believe it is necessary to implement
what we believe is a strong majority of
the House by holding another ref-
erendum. Either Members support 1–A
or they do not. It is not necessary to go
through some bureaucratic procedure
in order to get to the end point.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would oppose the
amendment.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would urge our colleagues to
strongly oppose this amendment. Lis-
ten to the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the chairman of the sub-
committee, me as the ranking member
of the committee. The committee has
acted on this. We recommend very
strongly 1402, an overwhelming vote,
not a unanimous vote. So I would urge
the opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN)
will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in part B of House
Report 106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr.
STENHOLM:

Page 7, strike line 19 and all that follows
through line 10 on page 8, and insert the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 23. DAIRY FORWARD PRICING PILOT PRO-

GRAM.
‘‘(a) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—Not later

than 90 days after the date of enactment of
this section, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall establish a temporary pilot program
under which milk producers and cooperatives
are authorized to voluntarily enter into for-
ward price contracts with milk handlers.

‘‘(b) MINIMUM MILK PRICE REQUIREMENTS.—
Payments made by milk handlers to milk
producers and cooperatives, and prices re-
ceived by milk producers and cooperatives,
under the forward contracts shall be deemed
to satisfy—

‘‘(1) all regulated minimum milk price re-
quirements of paragraphs (B) and (F) of sub-
section (5) of section 8c; and

‘‘(2) the requirement of paragraph (C) of
such subsection regarding total payments by
each handler.

‘‘(c) MILK COVERED BY PILOT PROGRAM.—
The pilot program shall apply only with re-
spect to the marketing of federally regulated
milk that—

‘‘(1) is not classified as Class I milk or oth-
erwise intended for fluid use; and

‘‘(2) is in the current of interstate or for-
eign commerce or directly burdens, ob-
structs, or affects interstate or foreign com-
merce in federally regulated milk.

‘‘(d) DURATION.—The authority of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to carry out the pilot
program shall terminate on December 31,
2004. No forward price contract entered into
under the program may extend beyond that
date.

‘‘(e) STUDY AND REPORT ON EFFECT OF
PILOT PROGRAM.—

‘‘(1) STUDY.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a study on forward contracting
between milk producers and cooperatives
and milk handlers to determine the impact
on milk prices paid to producers in the
United States. To obtain information for the
study, the Secretary may use the authorities
available to the Secretary under section 8d,
subject to the confidentiality requirements
of subsection (2) of such section.

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Not later than April 30, 2002,
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry of
the Senate and the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives a re-
port containing the results of the study.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and a Member
opposed each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. POMBO) be
permitted to control 10 minutes of the
time in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment Mr.
POMBO and I offer today represents a
step into forward contracting for dairy
industry producers and handlers. At
the outset, I want to point out to my
colleagues that if the Pombo-Stenholm
amendment is not adopted, then for-
ward pricing will not likely come soon
to the dairy industry. The committee’s
bill provision allows for a wide experi-
ment where a more modest effort is
justified. With the modifications we
offer producer acceptance for the pro-
gram can be secured. If the Pombo-
Stenholm modifications are not adopt-
ed, producers will abandon forward
pricing, and there will be no program.

Mr. Chairman, by failing to make
special account of the coordination
challenges, the provisions reported by
the Committee on Agriculture fails to
fully take account of the milk mar-
keting order system and the need of
dairy producers to rely on cooperative
effort to maximize their income.

Mr. Chairman, dairy farmers are ex-
tremely vulnerable as stand alone price
takers. Their product is uniquely per-
ishable, and the system we have has
grown out of the fact that the proc-
essing industry has the unique advan-
tage where negotiations with producers
are concerned. While one can say what
they want about the appropriateness of
the particulars of the milk market
order system, one fact is clear, that
milk marketing orders give dairy farm-
ers an opportunity they would other-
wise lack to engage in mutually bene-
ficial cooperative action for price.

Mr. Chairman, much of the debate of
this bill focuses on the class 1 differen-
tials. While the differentials matter in
terms of promoting geographically di-
verse milk production, the key to the
success of the milk marketing order
program is it is focused on uniform
prices. The idea that the orders pro-
mote the establishment of market-
based prices that are paid uniformly to
each producer regardless of the use to
which his or her milk is put.

Mr. Chairman, put quite simply, the
committee’s bill’s provisions regarding
forward pricing represents a funda-
mental threat to the uniform pricing
feature of the Federal milk marketing
order system. This development is
troubling to me because without uni-
form pricing, producers will have little
choice but to abandon the cooperative
effort that has sustained the dairy pro-
duction industry.

Consider the situation where dairy
producers have a choice between sell-
ing to a producers’ cooperative or sell-

ing to a proprietary fluid milk proc-
essor. With the marketing system we
have today, the producer can make a
rational choice given the best opportu-
nities available considering the farm’s
location and the location of the facili-
ties. Because of uniform pricing there
is an inducement to join the coopera-
tive, consolidating with other pro-
ducers in a manner that gives them the
strength of common marketing. As a
co-op, they together bear the addi-
tional costs of being prepared to proc-
ess milk into a storable farm by build-
ing plants, of finding new markets, and
of creating opportunities in other
ways.
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If a fluid plant were permitted to use

the forward-pricing provisions, how-
ever, then it could begin to offer prices
that are below the Class I price re-
quired under the order system but
above the price the cooperative pays,
the cooperative which bears those costs
which make it effective in strength-
ening the producer’s market position.

Mr. Chairman, it is easy to see what
happens next. The rational producer
has to do what is best for his or her op-
eration, processors are restored to the
position of being able to play each pro-
ducer off against the other, and our
system’s effectiveness in promoting co-
operative effort collapses.

Mr. Chairman, I agree that forward
pricing can be an important risk man-
agement tool. Our amendment is de-
signed to allow its use by producers
and handlers on milk other than Class
I for 5 years. We believe this is a rea-
sonable compromise. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Dooley amend-
ment and support the Stenholm-Pombo
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to claim the time in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the issue is one of free
markets, in my view. Will we allow
producers on a volunteer basis to enter
into a private contract with a private
processor? The Stenholm amendment
says that if one happens to be a pro-
ducer selling to a fluid milk bottler,
the answer to that question is no.

The underlying bill, H.R. 1402, would
increase the power basically of dairy
cartels and, in the long run, the under-
lying bill not only would hurt pro-
ducers because of over-supply, in my
view, but it also hurts consumers, and
it would do so through higher prices,
and it would do so through higher price
volatility.

Subsidies create excess production.
Creating surplus dairy products even-
tually will create products that will be



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8492 September 22, 1999
dumped into the markets and ulti-
mately the Government will be asked
to step in and buy surplus dairy prod-
ucts, and Congress did just that over a
decade ago in the 1980s; and it cost
Americans $17 billion, causing many to
say that we should stop milking our
taxpayers.

The Dooley amendment, if adopted,
would help alleviate basically this situ-
ation by allowing producers and proc-
essors to contract for price and supply.
Under that type of an arrangement, in
my view, everyone is a winner, includ-
ing the consumer. So let us work to
implement free market reforms.

There is a reason why Citizens
Against Government Waste, why
groups like Americans for Tax Reform
and Taxpayers for Common Sense op-
pose the underlying legislation, and I
urge my colleagues to do the same and
to oppose this amendment as it is cur-
rently drafted.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
been put together as an effort to bring
forward contracting as a tool, as an op-
tion, to America’s dairy farmers. The
original bill that was introduced to
allow forward contracting for dairy
farmers in this country was a bill that
we introduced, and I have always been
a big supporter of that because I be-
lieve that forward contracting is an ex-
tremely important tool that our Na-
tion’s dairy farmers should have.

They should have the ability to con-
tract with someone on the outside,
some corporation, some business, some
processor out there, to contract for the
sale of their milk over a long period of
time to manage their risk on their par-
ticular operation. I believe that very
strongly. I think the future for Amer-
ica’s dairy farmers will include the
ability to do forward contracting.

As we move forward with this par-
ticular bill, it became very apparent
that a number of our producers, a num-
ber of our dairy farmers throughout
the country, were dead set opposed to
doing forward contracting. They did
not want that tool, they did not want
that ability, and our opportunity to
bring forward contracting to America’s
dairy farmers, I believe, was very
threatened.

I salute the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) for working with me
over the past couple of months to come
up with this amendment that is, in
some ways, a compromise that allows
us to bring forward contracting to two-
thirds of the dairy producers that are
out there, to give them the oppor-
tunity to manage their risk with doing
forward contracting.

It is not perfect. It is a pilot pro-
gram. It gives us the ability to try this
over the next couple of years and prove
that it will work. I believe it will work,
but without this amendment passing
we will not have forward contracting
as part of the ultimate bill; and I be-
lieve that that will be a bigger risk for
America’s dairy farmers.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Stenholm-Pombo measure and would
also like to speak in support of my
amendment to theirs.

What we are trying to do here is to
provide dairy farmers with a risk-man-
agement tool, a tool that will allow
them to manage some of the wide fluc-
tuations in milk prices that occur
throughout a year. This is an impor-
tant opportunity that would allow a
dairy farmer to voluntarily enter into
a contract with a private processor.

Now that sounds like something that
is very reasonable, because as a farmer
myself that is something I do almost
every day, is I enter into a contract
with someone that is going to purchase
my cotton, my alfalfa, or whatever else
I might be producing. It is somewhat
remarkable that in our dairy laws
today we have a prohibition that actu-
ally makes it illegal for a dairy farmer
to enter into a private contract volun-
tarily in order to set a price.

This amendment that we are dealing
with at the current time is one that is
a step in the right direction because it
allows us to have a pilot program that
will allow dairy farmers to contract
forward on the milk that they are
going to sell for manufacturing pur-
poses. If we are, in fact, going to have
a legitimate and comprehensive pilot
program, we ought to expand it to all
classes of milk. Why should we limit it
solely to that milk that is going to be
used for cheese or other manufacturing
purposes? We ought to also be allowing
the dairy farmer the option to manage
his risk, if he is going to sell his milk
to be used for fluid purposes; and that
is what is at stake here, and that is
why we ought to oppose Stenholm-
Pombo, because I think it is important
that as policymakers that we really do
define what the appropriate role of
Government is.

How can we, in good conscience, say
that the appropriate role of Govern-
ment is to preclude dairy farmers from
voluntarily entering into a contract
with a processor of their choice? It just
does not make any sense.

So for all my colleagues that do not
know a lot about dairy policy, that are
listening, this is a very simple amend-
ment. I ask my colleagues to oppose
Pombo-Stenholm and support my
amendment.

I would also say that this is a meas-
ure that makes so much sense that all
the dairy cooperatives in the United
States already are using forward con-
tracting. In fact, I have some letters
here that are put out by Dairy Farmers
of America that talk about the benefits
of forward contracting. They say that
the benefits of forward contracting is
to protect profit margins. It estab-
lishes a known price for future produc-
tion. It allows management of income
in volatile markets.

Now, if we have the dairy coopera-
tives of the United States that are al-
ready promoting to their producers the
use of forward contractors why, again,
would we as Members of Congress de-
cide that it is inappropriate and it in
fact should be illegal to allow dairy
farmers to enter into a forward con-
tract for the sale of fluid milk to a pri-
vate processor? That makes no sense.

Vote against Stenholm-Pombo. Vote
for the Dooley substitute.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO) for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me start out by
saying if one supports co-ops, and most
all of the dairy farmers in this country
sell their milk through co-ops, then
you should support the Stenholm-
Pombo amendment.

Eighty-seven percent of our milk in
this country is sold through the coop-
erative system. The reason buyers of
milk from the farmers would like us to
vote down the Stenholm-Pombo
amendment is simply because they can
undercut the effectiveness of the coop-
erative to help farmers. What this
amendment helps correct is an amend-
ment passed in committee on a vote of
20 to 23, with 6 Members absent. A very
close vote in committee. Some were
convinced by the philosophical debate
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) puts forward.

It sounds good on the surface but
what it does, is undercut the effective-
ness of the co-ops by letting the manu-
facturers and the purchasers of the
milk go around the co-op, to buy milk
directly from the farmers. Thus they
have better negotiating power with the
co-op, by getting several farmers to
leave the co-op and sell directly to the
dairy by promises of benefits. A dairy
that does not have to deal directly
with the co-op for a significant amount
of milk increases their bargaining
power and reduces the co-op’s ability
to serve the majority of the people that
they represent in getting a fair price
for their milk.

Help keep farmer cooperatives strong
and vote against the Dooley secondary
amendment and for Pombo-Stenholm.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Pombo amendment and in favor of
the Dooley amendment. I believe that
my dairy farmers should have the right
to forward contracting with the proc-
essors. I believe that they have to have
this tool to manage the risks of fluc-
tuating prices. Those who support this
amendment seek to, as my colleague
just alluded to, reverse the results of
the Committee on Agriculture.

Secondly, I find it interesting that
those who are supporting the Pombo
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amendment say that farmers are vul-
nerable with respect to processors.
That is interesting because farmers in
Classes II, III, and IV can already en-
gage in forward contracting. Appar-
ently they are not vulnerable but
somehow those in Class I are.

It is also interesting that farmers are
suddenly vulnerable with respect to the
processors, but they are not vulnerable
with respect to the co-ops. We heard in
the debate on the previous amendment
that they were not vulnerable with the
co-ops; they had strengths with the co-
ops in their bargaining. Suddenly they
are vulnerable.

Quite frankly, in response to the pre-
vious speaker, I am not worried about
the large co-ops. I think the votes
today prove that the large co-ops can
take care of themselves very well.
They do not need our protection. Our
dairy farmers do.

I think the ones who are really vul-
nerable today are the dairy farmers,
not vulnerable with respect to the co-
ops, not vulnerable with respect to the
processors, but vulnerable with respect
to us here inside the beltway as we
seem poised to overturn the results of
the August referendum and reimpose a
Soviet-style system.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has 6 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat some
of what the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. SMITH) mentioned a moment ago
because he was right on target. If we
ask any farmer today, and we are going
to talk a lot about this over the next
several days and weeks, about the
problem we are having with the price
we are receiving, now I have done a lot
of analyzing of what can farmers do to
enhance price and it comes down to a
pretty simple question.

Either we farmers, whether it is
dairy we talk about today or whether
it is fruit, vegetables, beef producers,
hog producers, the only thing that pro-
ducers can do is to bind themselves to-
gether in order that they might be-
come an economic unit that can have
market power in this tremendously
changing marketplace.

My dairymen at home are telling me,
the large dairies are saying, if the
Dooley amendment should pass, we will
have no choice but to do what the ad-
vocates of this amendment want done:
allow a few producers to go cut their
own deals to the expense of everybody
else. That can already be done. That is
the American system. But why should
we make it the legal system more than
it already is? That is the fundamental
question.

The proponents of this amendment
really honestly believe that is what
they want to do and I respect that. I re-
spect that, but then I come back to the
problem of which we are going to be
called on to spend billions of dollars in

a few days supplementing the income
of corn producers, rice producers, cot-
ton producers, wheat producers. Why?
Because the price is too low.

b 1230

That is the fundamental choice; and
why I point out to my colleagues, to
those that want to forward contract
under current law, they can already do
so and they will be able to do so. It is
called the future’s market. Any pro-
ducer that believes they would like to
forward price because it is better may
do so every day today. If one chooses to
do that as an individual because one
believes one can get a better price, one
may do so.

The problem with allowing one to do
as this amendment suggests ignores
the fact that our cooperatives play a
very vital role for their dairy commu-
nity that often gets overlooked by
those who choose to contract out. It is
called market balancing. Whenever one
gets short-term surpluses of milk in
any given regional order, somebody has
to take that and move it some place at
whatever cost it takes. That is what
gets overlooked if this amendment
should pass in the form in which they
propose it to those who oppose the
amendment. It will do irreparable
harm to the dairy industry’s quest at
price enhancement, of taking what we
now have and allowing dairy farmers to
work with the processors, not against
them, to get more of the consumers’
price into the dairy farmers’ pockets.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Wisconsin for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the Stenholm amendment and
in support of the Dooley amendment. I
truly believe that if we really want to
do everything we can to enable our
dairy farmers to survive in current
market conditions, we need to do two
things, one of which is to allow us to
move forward this reform from USDA
that moves us to a more market-ori-
ented pricing system rather than a
government price-controlled system.
Even though it is very incremental, it
is a step in the right direction.

The other important thing, we can do
is to do everything within our power to
empower the individual producer with
more risk-management tools so that
they have more control over their own
destiny. There is a very important
risk-management tool that is available
to farmers that have the luxury of
dealing with co-ops and that is called
forward contracting. In fact, we have a
pilot options program taking place
right now in a variety of counties
throughout Wisconsin that allow pro-
ducers to enter into options or future
contracts. The concept is simple. If
they can lock in on a predictable price
and a revenue return that they can rely
upon, then they will not be subject to
the vagaries of the marketplace and

the wild, cyclical ride that we have
seen throughout the dairy industry and
throughout most of the agriculture in-
dustry, with drastic price fluctuations.
This risk-management tool gives those
individual producers who are willing to
crunch their own numbers and deter-
mine what their individual cost of pro-
duction is, to enter into private con-
tracts placed on future prices.

Now, if they know that their cost of
production is say 11 bucks per hundred-
weight and they can lock in on a future
contract of 12 bucks per hundred-
weight, they are going to be making a
buck profit per hundred-weight. And
that is a tool that our farmers in the
region are just now starting to utilize.
That is why I am in favor of the Dooley
amendment. It would expand future
contracting beyond cooperatives.

I think we should be empowering
these farmers regardless of the access
they have to co-ops. There are many
producers around the country that do
not have access to co-ops. In Wis-
consin, we have roughly a little more
than 80 percent of our dairy farmers
that do have co-ops that they can for-
ward contract with. But there are
roughly 20 percent that want to be able
to do this with private entities, and
that is more true in other parts of the
region that do not have a lot of co-ops
to join and forward contract with.

So if we are really going to help our
family farmers today, I would encour-
age my colleagues to oppose the Sten-
holm amendment, support the Dooley
amendment, and allow forward con-
tracting for producers, regardless of
where they happen to be producing and
regardless of whether or not they can
join a co-op or deal directly with a pri-
vate entity.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire as to the time re-
maining.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) has 101⁄2 minutes re-
maining; the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) has 61⁄2 minutes re-
maining; the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) has 3 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise in strong opposition to the
Stenholm amendment and in support of
the Dooley amendment. The Stenholm
amendment is a bad idea. It takes away
something that we just put into this
legislation to give every dairy farmer
in the country something they badly
need to do.

Farmers across the country complain
about their inability to manage risk,
to deal with the fluctuation in prices.
Forward contracting allows them to do
that. It allows processors to offer pro-
ducers or their cooperatives a predeter-
mined price for their milk over a speci-
fied period of time. Producers can vol-
untarily accept a price based on the
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processor’s offer or continue to pay
prices based on Federal milk order
prices set each month in their order.
This is simply another risk-manage-
ment tool that should be offered to all
farmers. There is nothing that says a
producer must take a processor’s offer
or that he cannot continue to be paid
for his milk the way his grandfather’s
father was paid. The forward con-
tracting provisions in this bill are com-
pletely voluntary.

The amendment to exclude fluid milk
from the forward contracting provi-
sions of this bill will leave the major-
ity of my dairy-producing constituents
without the same risk-management
tools that others have. I represent a
heavy Class I utilization area. I hear
my farmers’ complaints about price
volatility very frequently. If they are
not offered the same ability to forward
contract as other dairy producers, they
will be severely disadvantaged in their
ability to manage their risk and lock
in a price for their product.

Dairy cooperatives can offer their
producers forward contractors, but the
Agriculture Marketing Agreements Act
of 1937 severely limits proprietary proc-
essors from offering producers forward
pricing. This legislation is necessary to
enable all dairy processors, cooperative
and proprietary alike, to offer forward
contracts.

Class I milk must be included in this
bill’s forward contracting provisions if
we are to put the entire industry on an
equal footing in helping farmers man-
age their operations profitably.

Oppose the Stenholm amendment and
support the Dooley amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Committee will rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) assumed the Chair.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the Committee of Conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 1059) ‘‘An Act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe
personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.’’

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT), a champion in the milk mar-
keting reform debate.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I want to see if I can put this into
terms that more Members can under-
stand. Last year, I was at the Houston
County Fair, and I have done this at
other fairs, but this was a specific ex-
ample where I was meeting with some

dairy farmers and we were talking
about dairy prices and I asked some of
them, well, how much was your milk
check last month. If you ask the farm-
ers themselves, many times they do
not know. But if you ask the farm
wives, they can tell you. They know
how much that milk check is month to
month. What this debate is about is are
we going to allow some of those people
to take some of the bumps out of the
road.

The reason I tell the story is last
year and then again this year, we have
seen prices go from $20 a hundred-
weight down to about $12 a hundred-
weight, and depending on the cir-
cumstances, either side of those two
numbers. They are happy when the
price is $20 a hundred-weight, but they
are all hurting when the price is $12.
We have seen this roller coaster ride.

What we are talking about is a risk-
management tool whereby the dairy
farmers, and let us talk about those
farm wives, the ones who get the
checks, who pay the bills, they are the
ones who really know what is hap-
pening with the business end of most
dairy farms; let us let them have that
option, whether they go to the co-ops
or whether they go to a for-profit pro-
ducer or processor. Let us let them
have the option of contracting.

So I rise in opposition to the Sten-
holm amendment; I rise in support of
the Dooley language, because all we
are saying is whether one sells their
milk to a co-op or whether one sells
their milk to a for-profit, they ought
to have the option of taking some of
those bumps out of the road. I say to
my colleagues, the co-ops, in my opin-
ion, have done a miserable job of ad-
vancing this basic notion. I think if
people begin to understand it is avail-
able and if there is a competitive pres-
sure out there, both the co-ops and the
for-profits are going to move to help
farmers utilize this risk-management
tool.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, once again, I just want to
touch on a few of the arguments that
some of the supporters of this amend-
ment have made in terms of it under-
mining the ability of farmers to par-
ticipate in cooperative efforts.

I think as a Member of Congress, I
probably am a member of more agri-
culture cooperatives than any other
member of the 435 in our body. I mar-
ket my cotton through a cooperative.
We market a whole host of other prod-
ucts through cooperatives. I believe in
the cooperative system.

But I also believe very strongly that
as a farmer, I should have the right to
voluntarily enter into a contract to
market my product. And when we talk
about this is undermining the coopera-
tive system, there is nothing in the
proposal that I am advancing that
would undermine that.

What we are undermining, if we pass
the Stenholm-Pombo legislation, is we

are undermining the right of a farmer;
we are undermining the right of a
farmer to voluntarily enter into a con-
tract in order that they may be better
able to manage the risks associated
with the volatility in milk prices.

Now, that makes so much common
sense that I, quite frankly, am sur-
prised we are even having a debate on
this issue. Why should we think that it
is the appropriate role of government,
once again, to deny farmers the right
to enter into a contract. Could we
imagine going into another sector of
our industry and saying that we are
going to deny the producer of orange
juice or oranges the ability to enter
into a forward contract with Sunkist
who is a cooperative or Minute Maid
and say, it is your right to enter into a
forward contract if your oranges are
going to be used for a fruit cocktail
mix or something like this, but it is
against the law for you to enter into a
forward contract if you are going to
sell your oranges for juice that is going
to end up in the bottle for fluid con-
sumption.

That is absolutely absurd. But yet,
that is what we are trying to do with
this amendment is that we are going to
say that it is all right for a farmer to
voluntarily contract to sell their milk
for cheese or butter or powder but if
they want to enter into that same con-
tract to sell their milk as fluid produc-
tion to end up in a bottle, we are say-
ing it is against the law.

The Federal Government has no right
to intercede in the affairs of a private
entity and a farmer from entering into
voluntarily a contract.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. Chairman, how much time do I
have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, if I
could follow along from the conversa-
tion of my colleague from California
was having. Understand that under cur-
rent law, dairy farmers cannot go out
and sell their milk, because the Fed-
eral program, the Federal milk market
order system says that one can only
sell one’s milk within a particular re-
gion for a particular price to a par-
ticular buyer. That is the first prob-
lem.

Then, with the amendment that we
have on the floor currently we are say-
ing that if one wants to have forward
contracting, one can have it if one has
Class II or III milk, but if one has fluid
milk, one cannot forward contract. So
we are forcing dairy farmers into a po-
sition where they only have one place
to sell their milk and that is through
their co-ops.
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I am a big supporter of co-ops. I

think they do an awful lot to help
farmers of all different types. But we
have corn producers, soybean pro-
ducers, vegetable producers all over
this country who do what every single
day? They forward contract with buy-
ers for their commodities.

Now, if it is good enough for all of
these other commodities, why is it not
good enough to allow dairy farmers the
freedom to go out and contract on
their own?

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would have to agree
with the statement that the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) just said, but
I think it needs to be expanded upon a
little bit so that all of my colleagues
can understand the problem that we
have.

Right now, it is not possible for a
dairy farmer to go out and forward
contract their milk with anyone except
for their co-op.
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What this amendment is doing is it is
saying that two-thirds of the milk that
is being produced, they will be able to
go out and forward contract with any-
one that they want.

The debate that we are having, and
the Dooley amendment will bring up
later, is whether or not to make it 100
percent of the milk or two-thirds of the
milk. The problem that we have is that
we do have a 60-odd-year-old law that
the dairy farmers have become used to,
that they have become dependent upon,
and a certain amount of dependency
has grown up around that current law
that is on the books, so obviously there
is a lot of fear when we get into any
major change in the way milk is mar-
keted.

If Members truly believe that for-
ward contracting is part of the future
for marketing milk in this country,
then they have to support this amend-
ment, because by doing it as a pilot
program, by doing it on a somewhat
limited scale is the only way we are
going to be able to use this program,
prove it works, prove to the dairy
farmers that it is a tool that they need,
that they should use for the future.

I believe that the only way we are
going to see forward contracting in the
future is if Members support this
amendment and if they oppose the
Dooley amendment later.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me address some of
the points my colleague, the gentleman
from California, just mentioned. The
current law we have, which has been in
place for 62 years, has been the primary
reason why we have lost 11,000 dairy
farmers in Wisconsin since 1990.

We have heard a lot over the last few
months about giving farmers the abil-
ity to manage their own risk. Farming
is a very volatile industry. There are
ups and there are downs, and we need

to help farmers have the ability to
manage their own risk, to make sure
that they can survive from year to
year.

This is what it comes down to. The
coops can forward contract, so a farmer
in a coop has that ability. The coops
have a government-sanctioned com-
petitive advantage over all other proc-
essors: They can forward contract. If
we look at the coop literature, we will
see they promote forward contracting
as a wonderful tool of risk manage-
ment.

What the Stenholm-Pombo amend-
ment seeks to achieve is to stop any-
body else from offering forward con-
tracts. The coops want to keep their
competitive advantage, so they are the
only ones who can give forward con-
tracts to the dairy farmer. What we are
trying to achieve by defeating the
Stenholm-Pombo amendment and by
passing the Dooley amendment is sim-
ply this: Let the farmer decide if they
want to or who they want to forward
contract with.

If for one reason or another a farmer
does not join a coop, a right they have
today, why should we be denying them
the ability to forward contract, which
is the best management tool they have
in their arsenal? What we are doing if
we pass the Stenholm-Pombo amend-
ment and defeat the Dooley amend-
ment is basically telling that dairy
farmer who for one reason or another is
not in a coop, you are out of luck. You
cannot forward contract. Forward con-
tracting, as I think everyone is ac-
knowledging here on the floor debate,
is an excellent tool of risk manage-
ment.

The coops are very big and they are
getting bigger. I support coops. I have
many in my district that I represent.
However, as we are going to discuss in
a future amendment, coops are not re-
quired to pay the minimum price for
milk to their producers. So we have a
system whereby the coops have a com-
petitive advantage, being the only ones
who can offer forward contracting, but
it is also very interesting to note that
the coops do not have to pay the min-
imum price of milk to their own pro-
ducers.

So our farmers are being put into a
catch-22. If they want this risk man-
agement tool, they have to join the
coop. If they join the coop, they very
well will not get the minimum price of
milk. They might get prices below the
minimum prices.

What we are trying to do is liberalize
and give more freedom to the dairy
farmer, give them the chance to self-
contract, forward contract, on their
own.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Wisconsin is accurate in one aspect,
and that is that current dairy policy is
responsible for, one, putting a lot of
dairy farmers out of business, and two,
for keeping a lot of dairy farmers in
business. It is inefficient. It has, I be-

lieve, all of the bad elements of what
happens when government gets in-
volved with regulating private busi-
ness.

But having said that, I believe that it
is extremely important that we con-
tinue on with the transition between a
government-run, regulated dairy indus-
try into a free market industry. One of
the ways of doing that is by allowing
forward contracting, by allowing indi-
vidual dairy farmers to go out and con-
tract for the future how much they are
going to get for their milk.

I truly believe that the only way that
we are going to advance that debate
further, that we are going to advance
the ability for dairy farmers to have
the chance to forward contract on their
milk, is by passing this amendment.

Having said, I ask my colleagues to
support the Stenholm-Pombo amend-
ment and to oppose the Dooley amend-
ment.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I think one key point
needs to be made. To all of those who
oppose my amendment because of the
complexities, because of the continu-
ation of the Federal Market Order Sys-
tem, to those who also were interested
in another referendum in the previous
vote that we will be taking in just a
moment, let me remind all of our col-
leagues, if they are concerned about
what dairy farmers want us to do
today, dairy farmers voted 90 percent
plus in August to support the Federal
Milk Marketing Order System, warts
and all.

I repeat, if Members are concerned
about what dairy farmers want us to do
today, they preferred Option 1B with
the Federal order system versus noth-
ing, which the advocates will have an
amendment to eliminate all of the
dairy program as the last amendment
today.

But the relevant point on this
amendment, if Members are concerned
about what dairy farmers in all regions
of the country have already spoken
loudly and clearly on in a referendum,
in a vote, in which every dairy farmer,
through their cooperative, had a
chance to vote, they said, we prefer the
Federal Market Order System versus
nothing. That was the choice that was
made.

That point needs to be indelibly in
our minds today because a lot of the
rhetoric we have heard today is talking
about something that somebody other
than dairy farmers would like to see
done. That is something that I hope we
will keep in mind as we support my
amendment.

Personally, I am very nervous about
even my amendment, the effect, but I
am willing to try. That was the deal
that I made with the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY). I was willing
to have an experiment, time-limited,
to see whether or not we could use, in
all milk other than Class 1, we could
use forward contracting to enhance
producer income.
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I am still willing to try that. I hope

my colleagues will join with me in sup-
port of my amendment, oppose the
Dooley amendment, and let us get on
with passing H.R. 1402, which is the
overwhelming opinion of the over-
whelming majority of dairy farmers in
the United States what we should do
today.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). All time has expired.
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DOOLEY OF

CALIFORNIA TO AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY
MR. STENHOLM

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment to
the amendment.

The text of the amendment to the
amendment is as follows:

Part B amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.
DOOLEY of California to Part B amendment
No. 2 offered by Mr. STENHOLM:

On page 2 of the amendment, beginning
line 3, strike ‘‘that—’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘is in’’ on line 6 and insert ‘‘that is
in’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY).

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST),
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is a simple mat-
ter of fairness. The authority in the
bill reported by the Committee on Ag-
riculture for dairy farmers to enter
into private contracts with processors
is completely voluntary. If the farmer
decides they want to enter into a con-
tract, it is agreeable to both sides, they
can do so, completely voluntary.

According to the experts within the
Department of Agriculture, it may be
impossible to implement a forward
contracted program if fluid milk is ex-
cluded. Therefore, I do support the
Dooley amendment to the Stenholm-
Pombo amendment.

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, the
amendment that was offered by my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas,
seeks to make the authority to forward
contract a pilot study. I can support
that. Unfortunately, the amendment
also says that unlike the farmers who
sell their milk for manufactured dairy
products, if they sell their milk to a
bottler, fluid milk bottler, they cannot
negotiate for a better price.

If the goal is to establish a pilot, I do
not believe that it is wise to prohibit
the farmer participation based on how
that product will be sold. The author-
ity for a farmer to contract for the sale
of their product guarantees their in-
come and ultimately reduces price vol-

atility that has plagued this industry
and consumers. I do support the Dooley
amendment, and if it passes, I support
the underlying amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is respon-
sible for us to give all of the possible
options of marketing to all of our
farmers to best provide them the best
risk management they can possibly
have in times of very depressed agri-
cultural conditions.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
any Member seek time in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Let me make another point for
all of our colleagues here. There is
nothing in my amendment that pre-
cludes any dairy farmer or any cooper-
ative from negotiating a better price
for fluid milk. Nothing in the amend-
ment keeps them from doing that.
What they cannot do is negotiate a
price that is less than, less than the
order price. That is why I oppose the
Dooley amendment.

I will make a few observations. This
is interesting to me, because California
dairy producers do not vote in Federal
referenda because they have a much
better referendum in California, or at
least that is what California dairy
farmers say. Again, we have a very di-
vided industry, and we have been
through this for a long time. It is split
almost fifty-fifty, between dairy farm-
ers in California that have a different
opinion.

But it is interesting, when we heard a
moment ago that the price of milk can
be produced for $11 in California, and
we talk about consumers, well, the
consumer price for milk in Los Angeles
is $2.99 as of September 22, 1999. In Dal-
las, Texas, it is $2.50. In Minneapolis,
Minnesota, it is $2.99.

Again, we have been hearing all
about this profit, the pricing, and what
we can and cannot let dairy farmers do.
But the bottom line from the consumer
standpoint, we cannot make a logical
argument that the consumer is bene-
fiting from the California price to the
dairy farmer, but the dairy farmers in
California that object to their system
because they feel like they are being
penalized is a valid one.

Again, let me remind my colleagues
that the order and the rules of the Fed-
eral order that we are discussing were
overwhelmingly approved in every re-
gion of the country. California did not
vote because they are not a part of the
Federal order system.
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But every other region, 90 percent of
the dairy farmers agreed that the fed-
eral order system, as imperfect as most
of them believe it is, under the bill

that we attempt to correct today or
the order of the USDA recommenda-
tion, 96 percent, 98 percent in the
southeast, in the northeast 90.5 per-
cent, 93.1 percent of the producers all
across the Nation agree. They agree
with the basic tenet of the amendment
that I offer of a pilot project. As the
chairman said, we are willing to try
this to see whether or not it might
work, but to do it in a limiting way.

To the argument of suggesting that
this does not make sense, separating
Class I and other classes, let me again
remind my colleagues that the purpose
of which I offer my amendment and the
purpose of which the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY) offers his are
diabolically opposed.

I feel very strongly that if we allow
individuals to contract in dairy, which
is much different than we have in cot-
ton, and I belong to a few cooperatives
myself, but in dairy, if one has a large
number who choose to contract out for
another extra nickel, and one has a
balancing problem in one’s region in
which suddenly one has milk that has
to be moved somewhere at a loss, the
folks that have made the contract ben-
efit from this, and every other dairy
farmer within the cooperative will be
hurt accordingly.

Now, maybe that is not right. Some
would say, and I guess the argument of
those today and the proponents to my
amendment say, that is the way it
ought to be. But it is a fundamental
change. I would submit to my col-
leagues, if they are concerned about
dairy farmers, they cannot ignore the
vote in August in which they said over-
whelmingly we accept the warts of this
because we believe doing without the
program will do us more harm.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, as has been pointed
out earlier in this conversation, one of
the real needs for farmers of all types
in the current economic environment
is better risk-management tools. One
of the things we tried to do over the
last couple of years and we will con-
sider before this year is over is an ex-
panded crop insurance package.

But what we are talking about in this
amendment is empowering dairy farm-
ers by giving them risk-management
tools so that they can better manage
the risk and the fluctuations in price
on their own farm.

Now, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO) who have the
underlying amendment are saying, well
it is okay if one sells one’s milk for
cheese or for powder. We are going to
allow one to forward market and con-
tract that particular product. But if
one is going to sell one’s milk for fluid
consumption to a bottler, let us say a
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supermarket down the street, that is
not okay.

Now, it defies me to understand why
it is okay to have forward marketing
for cheese and powder but not for fluid
milk.

Now, we happen to be in a situation
today where farmers last year, the
dairy farmers, got probably, overall,
the highest prices they ever received.
This year, they are likely to get the
second highest prices they have ever
received.

What we are saying with this amend-
ment is, even though we have got high
prices, and maybe a dairy farmer would
like to go out and lock in that higher
price with his local supermarket, he is
unable to do that under current law
and under the underlying amendment.

That is why the amendment being of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) I think makes all the
common sense in the world. At a time
of higher prices, why do we not em-
power dairy farmers themselves to go
out and lock in a price for a substan-
tial length of time if they want?

What we are basically saying with
the underlying amendment is that
dairy farmers are not capable of doing
this on their own. Well, I think they
are. They have done a marvelous job in
surviving under a complex system for
62 years. If we begin to unleash the
shackles that the Federal Government
has put around them, my guess is that
dairy farmers are going to have a great
opportunity to succeed even more.

So I rise in support of the Dooley
amendment and congratulate the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY)
for offering it, along with the chairman
of the committee, in saying that let us
empower farmers, let us make this
common-sense reform that allows a
dairy farmer to go out and protect
himself and his family and most impor-
tantly his farm.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) each have
30 seconds remaining. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has the
right to close.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the strongest
opposition to the Dooley amendment.
It is basically whether my colleagues
are going to vote with dairy farmers,
as they have already told us by a 90
percent vote that they agree with my
basic amendment, they oppose the
Dooley amendment. I hope my col-
leagues will stick with the dairy farm-
ers of America all across this Nation
overwhelmingly. Ninety percent say let
us stick with my amendment. Oppose
the Dooley amendment. Support H.R.
1402.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I just ask
my colleagues just to apply a little

common sense in their votes on this
amendment. All we are asking for is to
allow dairy farmers the ability and the
right to enter into a voluntary con-
tract to sell their fluid milk.

One cannot have a more compelling
argument than was put in the informa-
tion that was put out by the Dairy
Farmers of America, one of our largest
co-ops, when they were promoting for-
ward contracting. They said, ‘‘For the
first time in history, you can manage
future price risks on your dairy using
the same proven tools that have been
available to other commodities for
many years.’’

This amendment, the Dooley amend-
ment, is going to provide those tools,
those risk-management tools to dairy
farmers. Let us give them the ability
to manage prices in a volatile market.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 294, further proceedings on
the amendment No. 3 offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY) to the amendment No. 2 of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: Part B Amendment No. 1
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN), Part B Amend-
ment No. 3 offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLEY), and Part
B Amendment No. 2 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF
WISCONSIN

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on amendment No. 1 of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. GREEN) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 102, noes 323,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 430]

AYES—102

Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Brown (OH)
Calvert
Carson
Chabot
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Delahunt
DeMint
Dooley
Dreier
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hobson
Hostettler

Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Linder
Lipinski
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
McIntosh
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Pallone

Pascrell
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shays
Shimkus
Souder
Spratt
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Thune
Vento
Visclosky
Weller
Wu

NOES—323

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins

Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
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Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)

Snyder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Coble
Dickey
Doolittle

Fowler
Ose
Scarborough

Tauzin
Weygand
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Messrs. FARR of California,
GEORGE MILLER of California,
RILEY, QUINN, BUYER, DIXON and
CANADY of Florida changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. ROGAN, RUSH and EWING
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I was inadvertently

detained and was therefore not present to
vote today for rollcall No. 430. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman will state his
inquiry.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to make sure because there is
some confusion. The next vote occurs
on the Dooley amendment to the Sten-
holm amendment?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman is correct. The next vote oc-
curring will be a vote on the Dooley
amendment to the Stenholm amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DOOLEY TO
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on Amendment No. 3 of-
fered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) to Amendment No. 2 of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 155, noes 270,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 431]

AYES—155

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bereuter
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Clay
Clement
Combest
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Crane
Cummings
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Gallegly
Ganske
Goodlatte
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)

Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hilleary
Hobson
Hostettler
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
LaTourette
Leach
Linder
Lipinski
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Oxley
Pallone

Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Regula
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Traficant
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Waters
Waxman
Weller
Wilson
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—270

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt

Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)

Bryant
Burr
Burton
Camp
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clayton
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel

Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett

Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Coble
Dickey
Doolittle

Fowler
Latham
Metcalf

Scarborough
Tauzin

b 1340

Mr. BENTSEN changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.

431, I was inadvertently detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’
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AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is

now in order to consider Amendment
No. 4 printed in Part B of House Report
106–324.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The Clerk will designate the
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr.
GUTKNECHT:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON BLENDING OF PRO-

CEEDS FROM THE COLLECTIVE
SALES OR MARKETING OF MILK AND
MILK PRODUCTS.

Notwithstanding section 8c(5)(F) of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C.
608c(5)(F)), reenacted with amendments by
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, or the consolidation of Federal milk
marketing orders pursuant to section 143 of
the Federal Agricultural Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7253), effective
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall
prohibit a cooperative marketing association
referred to in such section 8c(5)(F) from
blending the net proceeds attributable to
Federal minimum prices of all sales or mar-
ketings of milk and its products in all mar-
kets in all use classifications in order to
make distributions in accordance with the
contract between the association and its pro-
ducers. The prohibition does not prohibit the
blending of market-based premiums.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) and a Member opposed to the
amendment each will be recognized for
20 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI) seek the time in opposition?

Mr. BALDACCI. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Maine will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The amendment that I am offering, I
think the short title we should use:
The Truth in Milk Marketing Amend-
ment, and I do not think most Mem-
bers, and I know that speaking for my-
self, I was not aware until just a few
months ago that in fact, even though
we have a milk marketing order sys-
tem, that many dairy farmers around
the United States, and I have a chart
here, and this is a chart provided by
the USDA; this is not a chart that we
made up, but it talks about the average
1998 Federal order in the mailbox prices
by the Federal milk marketing order
system, and what it shows is, for exam-
ple, in places like the Southeast and

the Southwest, even though the FMMO
blended price was supposed to be one
thing, the actual price, the average
price, that dairy farmers in those re-
gions was something less.

Let me just share with my colleagues
some of the numbers. For example, in
the middle Atlantic States, the price
was supposed to be an average of $15.17,
but actually was only $14.90. In Caro-
lina, it was supposed to be $16.14, but
the price they got in the mailbox was
$16.08. Go down into the Southeast, and
we start to see the real differences. For
example, in the Southeast the FMMO
price was supposed to be $16.13, but ac-
tually the dairy farmers in that area
got an average mailbox price of only
$15.36.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think that that
is evidence that there is something
wrong with the system, and let me ex-
plain what is wrong with the system.
In effect the co-ops are exempt from
paying the minimum milk marketing
order price.

All I am saying with my amendment
is that whether one is a for-profit or
they are a co-op, they have to pay the
minimum blend price, and I think this
is a consummately fair amendment. In
fact, I would say not only do most
Members not know that this is hap-
pening, I suspect that most dairy farm-
ers do not know. I think if those of my
colleagues are from different regions, if
they ask their dairy farmers are they
getting what the milk market order
price is, most of them would say, well,
of course. But in truth in their mailbox
they are not actually getting it.

Reblending is not transparent. Pro-
ducers do not know what happens to
the money, how it is used, or what
costs underlie the reblending amount.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
amendment. If my colleagues really
care about the dairy farmers in our
areas, then they ought to at least vote
for this amendment and say that we
are going to have truth in milk mar-
keting whether they sell their milk to
a co-op or they sell their milk to a for-
profit processor.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment takes
away the right of farmer-owned co-
operatives to re-blend net revenues be-
fore distributing the proceeds of sales
to cooperative members.

Dairy producers who join coopera-
tives do so in order to have a secure,
reliable market for their milk 365 days
a year. They look to the cooperative to
market their milk and to build what-
ever facilities are needed to accomplish
this, whether it be cheese, butter, or
powder plants. The facilities either
manufacture the farmers’ milk into
products or receive and store the milk
for a day then ship to bottlers when it
is needed. These facilities are part of
the total marketing plan of coopera-
tives.

Mr. Chairman, dairy producers own
these cooperatives lock, stock and bar-
rel, expect the cooperatives to pay
them what is left after the marketing
and processing costs are covered both
monthly and the milk check and any
profits derived are paid at the end of
the year in a thirteenth check. This
sometimes is called reblending, mean-
ing the cooperative may not always
pay above the Federal order price in a
given month but does pay out the divi-
dends after all the marketing costs are
covered.

Farmers give the right to reblend
their cooperative because they want
the cooperative to be a financially
sound and viable business entity that
can guarantee that market year round
in times of surplus production as well
in times that are tight. This right of
reblending is vital to the type of coop-
erative dairy supply marketing and
other entities. Mr. Chairman, taking
away the right of the cooperatives to
reblend, which this amendment does,
severely restricts and limits the ability
of the cooperative to assure the mem-
bers of a secure market for their prod-
uct.

This amendment interferes with the
ability of a cooperative to run its busi-
ness and pay its members. A similar
proposal was defeated by a three to one
ratio in the Committee on Agriculture
during the markup of 1402.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join my colleague on a bi-
partisan basis in supporting this
amendment. This amendment illus-
trates one of many very complex, Byz-
antine features of dairy policy in the
United States. There is probably no
other area of Federal agricultural pol-
icy which has the flawed fundamental
unfair characteristics that exist in the
dairy programs. It is archaic, it flows
from economic conditions that existed
65 years ago, it flows from problems
that we had with refrigeration and
transportation 65 years ago that do not
exist today.

How can we in America be urging the
rest of the world to engage in a mar-
ket-oriented, free trade policy when we
fail to recognize this policy in the
dairy sector in our own country? It is
absolutely crazy, it is shameless, and
we have the same people in this Cham-
ber that have been strong advocates
and supporters of programs ranging
from NAFTA, to GATT, to opening up
trade with China, normal trade rela-
tionships with that country, even with
Cuba, that are staunchly defending ar-
chaic dairy policies that are a throw-
back to almost the last century.

The time has come that we have to
forthrightly address the problems of
dairy policy in the United States, and
when we tried to do that in Congress,
we were told wait, let us give the ad-
ministration the chance to do this, it
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would not be as political, we would not
be forced to vote on the basis of our
constituencies.

So we gave the administration this
option, and what has happened? The
administration has come back with a
policy, and now in this bill we are try-
ing to defeat that policy.

Again, it is crazy, and what else is
crazy about this? We see Members of
Congress representing dairy farmers.
The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT), myself from Minnesota,
the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI) representing dairy farmers;
we are squabbling with one another.
And at the same time, people through-
out this country know that American
agriculture is in deep trouble; and this
includes our dairy farmers.

Mr. Chairman, the economics of
farming are destructive. They are con-
suming tens of thousands of American
families every year, and here we are
forced to scrap over the scraps.

If we expect to have a dairy policy
and a food policy that serves the best
interests of this Nation, Mr. Chairman,
it is time to get rid of this archaic pro-
gram, it is time to take amendments
like that from the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) and pass
them in this Chamber.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH),
a member of the committee.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, things are seldom what they
seem. I mean everybody talking from
both sides of the aisle wants to help
our dairy farmers. Sometimes we see a
difference between different areas of
the country. That is why we argue
about 1A and 1B.

On this amendment I would like to
suggest that it may be well intentioned
but what it does in effect is to prohibit
co-ops from subtracting their cost of
doing business as a co-op from the pro-
ceed of total co-op milk sales and then
take what is left and distribute it to
farmers.

So when the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) suggests we
should have an amendment that forces
every co-op to pay the Federal order
price, then the question must be asked:
How are the co-ops going to manage
their affairs; how are they going to pay
for the expenses of that cooperative?
The effect on co-ops that do not enjoy
an over-order price, (those co-ops that
have not been able to negotiate a high-
er price than the Federal order price),
would be to disallow the co-op from
paying for their cost of doing business
from milk sale receipts.

So by passing this amendment, we
are going to put some co-ops out of
business or otherwise jeopardize the co-
op operation. The way it has been
working for the last 40 years is to allow
these co-ops to subtract their cost of
doing business, and then divide up

what is left to their members. It is a
reasonable way for these co-ops to con-
tinue to operate efficiently. I hope we
vote down the amendment and keep co-
ops strong.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding
time.

In response to the gentleman who
spoke just before me, he pleaded with
Members to keep co-ops strong; I think
co-ops are doing just fine. I think that
has become very clear today.

My colleagues are hearing a few re-
curring themes today. One of them is
they are hearing over and over again
through the amendments that are
being brought forward, they are seeing
a distinction between those who choose
to stand up for family dairy farms and
those who choose to stand up for large
dairy interests.

Earlier today, we took away from
dairy farmers the right to vote on this
change in milk marketing orders, a
right that they have had for 62 years.
Today we took that away.

b 1400
Just a little while ago, we denied to

farmers, with respect to Class I fluid
milk, the right to forward contract,
the risk-management tool that so
many other businesses have, that near-
ly every other commodity has. We have
done that.

Today, with this amendment, what
we are learning is that some co-ops,
not all by any means, I am a supporter
of co-ops, but at least some co-ops are
underpaying family dairy farmers.
That is the dirty little secret.

In fact, according to USDA, I am
reading from a USDA publication here,
farmers from New England, southeast
Texas, and the Southwest plains were
paid on average 80 cents less than the
minimum milk price in their respec-
tive regions, solely because their co-
ops are not required to pay producers
the minimum price for their milk.

So what we are seeing today, at a
time when we are all talking about
how much family dairy farms are hurt-
ing, we are seeing that we have an op-
portunity to help them, to protect
them.

Now those who sponsor and support
1402, they say that family farmers are
in need of protection from food proc-
essors. They say that family farmers
are in need of protection. The sup-
porters of 1402 also say that family
farmers need protection from the right
to vote for themselves, but apparently
they do not need protection from a few
large co-ops which by every reasonable
measure are underpaying them.

Mr. Chairman, if there were a movie
theme to this vote today, it would be
the Empire Strikes Back, because a few
large interests are thwarting the needs,
the concerns and the wishes of family
dairy farms all across America.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI) has 16 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I will just take a few
minutes of that 16 minutes and basi-
cally discuss the value of a coopera-
tive. We have placed market forces in
the world economy on top of small
farmers. We have allowed small farm-
ers to group together in terms of being
able to get into a cooperative where
similar farmers can pool their re-
sources to be able to add value to their
natural resources so that they can
come up with additional resources so
that they can stay on the farms and
stay in farming. Those are the coopera-
tives that are giving small farms an op-
portunity to stay in business. Those
cooperatives are not the empire strikes
back. Those cooperatives are small,
family independents getting together
to pool their resources and to try to be
able to compete in a processing world
where they are adding value to those
natural resources, something that we
support.

We just had a small farms commis-
sion report come back and tell us that
a lot of our policies that have been a
part of our Federal Government over
the years have encouraged farms to get
bigger and bigger and bigger or get out
of business.

This is one of the few areas in the
recommendations, of 146 recommenda-
tions, that they said to work with
farmer-owned cooperatives, to give
them the tools and resources so that
they can band together to add value to
their natural resources, so they are not
just dependent on fluid milk, so that
they can try to process, add value to it;
to compete in a global world market
force and not just to allow individual
farmers to go out on their own; to be
able to negotiate prices with a dairy
interest and large corporations, in
some cases multinational corporations;
to think that they are somehow going
to get a fair deal and to purport that
the small cooperatives, farmer-owned
cooperatives, are somehow going to de-
stabilize those market forces is not
being accurate.

What we are referring to here is more
like a credit union, in the inter-
national finance world, in allowing
them to be able to have at least some
opportunities to take care of the small
farmers and be able to allow them to
group together. That is what is being
attacked today. The ability of them to
be able to group together, to band to-
gether in cooperatives, to improve
their marketing position is being at-
tacked.

Milk receipts are the only source of
revenue for farmer-owned dairy co-
operatives; and under the amendment
cooperatives would be unable to make
investments such as milk trucks and
milk processing equipment. This simi-
lar amendment was dealt with in the
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committee, and I wish that the House
would concur and vote down this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment does not seek to
do anything against the co-ops. It is
not an anti-co-op amendment. It is a
pro-farmer amendment. Since 1995,
since we have been reporting mailbox
prices, the following areas have con-
sistently received less than the federal
order blend price; the Southeast, the
Southwest plains, Texas and the Great
Basin regions. In most cases of these
underpayments, they occur in an area
where there is little competition for
milk. In other words, there is basically
one predominant cooperative. This is
especially the case in the Southeast, in
Texas and the Southwest plains where
producers have few, if any, alternative
markets.

Now, as cooperatives continue to
consolidate there is a greater likeli-
hood that dairy producers will receive
less than the blended price, less than
the price at the minimum. Now, this is
the case. The gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI) is right in saying that
sometimes farmers do not have any
choice but to go to a co-op.

Well, that monopoly and the ability
to pay less the minimum price is pre-
cisely what is going on at the bottom
line of American dairy farmers who are
in the co-ops. So what we have in place
today is a system where the beautiful
irony of this bill, where we are trying
to raise differentials for the very farm-
ers in these co-ops, we have the co-ops
who are paying below the minimum
prices. It is because the farmers have
nowhere else to go but to the co-op.

All we are saying with this amend-
ment is, make sure the farmer who is
in the co-op, who has nowhere else to
go but the co-op, gets at least the min-
imum price for the milk they produce.

Now, the co-ops will say they need to
pay below minimum prices for other
needs, for other expenditures. Well,
that is a very fuzzy, very gray area. We
do not know where that money is
going. We do know that that money is
not going to the farmers who are en-
rolled in these co-ops.

The beautiful irony is this: this de-
bate is about trying to fight for more
money, more differentials, for dairy
farmers in the co-ops. Yet we are sup-
porting a system today that allows
them to get less than the minimum
price in the co-ops.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield an additional 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) for yielding
additional time.

Mr. Chairman, in just a few days, or
a week or two, this Congress will likely

pass a multibillion dollar bill designed
to intervene and help struggling farm-
ers. Yet, we have right before us, right
now, an amendment that is a simple
way to intervene on behalf of some
farmers, those who have relatively
weak bargaining power with respect to
their large co-op. This is a simple, easy
way to intervene and to make their lot
better. It does not cost billions. It is
not going to grab headlines, but it is a
way that we can help out, a direct way,
a simple way.

Let me also return to a discussion or
a focus on the vote itself on this
amendment. This is one of those
amendments, in my view, that dairy
farmers all across America will be
watching closely when they see the re-
sults, because this is one of those
amendments that really distinguishes
a voting Member on which side they
are on.

This one says whether one is on the
side of a small dairy farmer with rel-
atively weak bargaining power or
whether or not one is on the side of a
large co-op. In many cases, as my col-
league from Wisconsin has pointed out,
where they essentially have a monop-
oly, it cannot be both ways. My col-
leagues are for one or for the other,
and when this vote is cast, dairy farm-
ers will know.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, of-
tentimes when we get into discussions
like we have been going through on
this amendment, I am reminded of the
infamous words of Will Rogers when he
observed that it ain’t people’s igno-
rance that bothers me so much. It is
them knowing so much that is the
problem.

When we start talking about the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of various
dairymen in various regions, the num-
bers just do not hold up.

Several times today we have had it
pointed out that the problem is with
the Class I differentials. In the average
mailbox price, which is what farmers
put in their pockets every week, the
average mailbox price last year for the
whole year of 1998, in the upper Mid-
west, was $15.29 in the region where the
gentlemen who offered this amendment
do reside, $15.29; in the area of Texas
where they object to the system of
which we have a different advantage,
$14.82, 47 cents less.

Now, there are all kinds of different
reasons for this. The complexities of
the federal order have been discussed
and quite amusedly because it is very
complex, designed to be so because it is
designed to do one thing and one thing
only and that is price milk fairly, com-
ponent by component, so that the
farmers and the consumers within an
order are treated fairly by something
that can be repetitive week after week,
month after month, year after year.

I am well aware that there will al-
ways be some of us farmers that will

feel like that we are being wronged by
our cooperative, and that is true.
Sometimes cooperative management is
like individual farm management in
which they do not make all the right
decisions; but I really question, and I
guess my opposition to this amend-
ment as to most of the amendments
today and something that we offer, as
the gentleman said, when this vote is
cast dairy farmers will know and rec-
ognize who is on their side.

Most of the dairy farmers in the re-
gion in which the gentlemen are talk-
ing have already spoken loudly and
clearly in a referendum that they pre-
fer the federal order system, works and
all, they prefer 1–B over 1–A; but the
bottom line is if farmers anywhere, any
time, in the future, are going to do
anything about price, it is going to
have to come through cooperative ef-
fort, in the traditional sense in which
cooperatives will do a better job of
working for our dairy farmers than
they currently are and in a nontradi-
tional sense in which those of cor-
porate America who have opposed parts
of this legislation today are going to
have a change of heart and to realize
that cooperative effort can also mean
them working with dairy farmers in
order to see that the efficiencies of the
marketplace will reward the producers
as it does the consumers today.

That is what this is all about. I hope
we will oppose this amendment, as we
did the previous Dooley amendment,
and we will continue in the quest of
passing 1402.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
just about basic fairness. If everyone
has to play by the same rules and the
rules are known upfront, business prac-
tices will change, and everyone will
play by the rules. The problem with
the system as it is today, we have one
set of rules for the for-profits and an-
other set of rules for co-ops. I do not
know of any other game in America,
baseball, football, pick the game,
where some of the participants play by
one set of rules and other participants
play by a different set of rules. I think
that is just unfair.

I do not care who is right or who is
wrong. What I am just simply saying is
that this is wrong, and I have to say to
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI), I
do not know how anyone can go back
to their constituents and say last year
the federal milk marketing order price
that should have been received was
$15.61 on average; but if milk was sold
to a co-op, it was only $14.89. I do not
know how that is explained. I cannot
explain that.

The same is true in Texas. I would
say to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM), last year the average Texas
milk producer should have received
$15.37; but because of a different set of
rules, they received an average of only
$14.72. That is a difference of 65 cents
per hundred-weight. Now, that may not
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seem like much to those of us here in
Washington, D.C.; but I will say if
someone is out there milking 60 cows
and getting up every day 365 days a
year, 65 cents on average over an entire
year is a lot of money, and that is the
difference.
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It gets even worse. In some parts of
the country, the difference is as much
as $1.07 per hundred-weight of milk.
Now, maybe people can go home and
explain that. Maybe we can go home
and say well, I know you are getting
less for your milk than you should be
under the milk marketing order sys-
tem, but maybe one day you will get
even, maybe one day you will get fair.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, it is
the marketplace that makes the dif-
ference between Texas and the upper
Midwest. It is the marketplace. It is
not the Federal order that does that.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, we are not talking
about the difference between Texas and
the upper Midwest. That is the big
issue. We are talking about what the
milk marketing order price is supposed
to be in Texas as opposed to what actu-
ally farmers got in their mailbox.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI) made the comment, well, we
are talking about small, farmer-owned
co-ops. I just want to disabuse people
of that notion. We are talking about
very large co-ops. We are talking about
co-ops with 40,000 plus members, co-ops
that have assets of billions and billions
of dollars. So we are not talking about
small little creameries operating in the
Midwest, we are talking about big busi-
nesses, and they are not paying the
farmers the price that they are sup-
posed to.

Mr. Chairman, the co-ops today con-
trol 82 percent of all of the milk proc-
essed in America today. This is not
small business, this is big business.

This is really about fairness. It is
about truth. It is about truth in milk
marketing; and if we really believe in
the milk marketing order system, I
cannot understand why one could not
vote for this amendment to make cer-
tain that every farmer, whether one
lives in Texas or Maine or Minnesota,
whether one sells their milk to a for-
profit processor or whether one sells
their milk to a co-op, one is going to
get at least the minimum milk mar-
keting order price.

It is basic fairness. It is saying the
rules are going to be the same and that
everybody is going to play by the same
set of rules.

Mr. Chairman, I hope people will sup-
port this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Just to go over the points that were
made earlier in the debate, a coopera-
tive is farmers banding together so
that they have a place in the market-
place. Farmers individually do not
have the strength that they do collec-
tively. If farmers are going to be able
to stay on their farmland and continue
to do what they are going to be doing,
all of the research shows us that we
have to encourage farmer-owned oppor-
tunities of value-added in processing
their products for a world marketplace.
And we have to encourage farmers to
band together and form cooperatives,
so that they have an opportunity very
similar to a credit union. The strength
of the cooperatives is in the individual
members.

This amendment seeks to destabilize
that relationship and allow each mem-
ber to fractionalize and go off on their
own, and they are destabilizing the co-
operative relationships and the finan-
cial soundness of that cooperative. We
want to strengthen cooperatives. They
are not forcing farmers to join them.
Farmers do not have to join them if
they do not want to join them. It only
seeks to weaken the cooperatives, and
this is the one opportunity that farm-
ers have to stay on the farm and be
able to raise their families in a quality
of life that is second to none. This is
something that farmers want to be able
to do. This amendment seeks to weak-
en that.

I would encourage the membership in
this body to vote down this amend-
ment.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 5 printed in Part B of House
report 106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. KIND

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B Amendment No. 5 offered by
Mr. KIND:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. l. NATIONAL POOLING OF CLASS I RE-

CEIPTS UNDER FEDERAL MILK MAR-
KETING ORDERS.

Notwithstanding the terms of Federal milk
marketing orders issued under section 8c of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C.
608c), reenacted with amendments by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall provide
for the national pooling of receipts from
fluid or Class I milk.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) and
a Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am offering an
amendment that is very common sense
and straightforward. None of us here
today relishes having a debate where
we have to pit region against region in
this country, farmer against farmer,
family against family. It should not be
that way.

My amendment would establish a dif-
ferent way of approaching our national
dairy policy, recognizing that there is
going to be a need for support for small
family farmers because of the vola-
tility of the current marketplace. But
it also recognizes there is no economic
justification for a price differential
based on any location of the country,
and also based on what the milk is used
for.

So what I am proposing in my
amendment is a national pooling of the
Class 1 differentials, what farmers re-
ceive for the milk they produce for
consumption purposes. Class I differen-
tials would be pooled and then equi-
tably and fairly distributed to all of
the producers, regardless of what re-
gion of the country they happen to be
producing in. That would eliminate the
need for this regional conflict, the con-
stant struggle that we face perennially
here in this Congress, of pitting farmer
against farmer, and I think it is prob-
ably the fairest and most practical ap-
proach.

Mr. Chairman, I understand why the
system was created during the Great
Depression in 1937, to deal with milk
shortages in other regions, but now
with the interstate transportation sys-
tem and refrigerated cars, we can
transport milk across the country with
relative ease so there is no further eco-
nomic justification to continue the de-
pression-era, government-controlled
policy.

So, in an attempt to try to eliminate
this regional conflict as it exists today
and to treat all producers equitably
and fairly, I am offering this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment which would
do even further damage to farmers
across the Nation than the Option 1–B
does. It ignores one of the most impor-
tant benefits of the milk marketing
order program, and that is to ensure a
stable supply of locally produced milk.
This is an important aspect of dairy
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policy since milk is very difficult to
preserve over long periods of time, to
ship over long distances, so the idea is
to incent farmers in areas throughout
the country where there is a need for
Class I fresh fluid milk. Milk is very
bulky, very expensive to ship long dis-
tances. Shipping milk over 1,000 miles
would add approximately 30 cents a
gallon to the cost, 25 percent of the av-
erage raw milk cost.

Also, it is important to note that re-
gions of the country with the lowest
Class I milk differentials like the upper
Midwest have the highest farm milk
prices, so that while, when we look at
the price that the farmer receives
throughout the country, on paper, it
looks like the Northeast, Southeast re-
ceive higher differentials, and they do.
The actual mailbox price that the
farmer receives is highest in the Mid-
west. So this would further skew the
payment to the farmer and to the det-
riment of farmers throughout the
country.

So I would urge my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment, to stay with the
base bill. It is a good approach to this
issue. It has been demonstrated with
the other amendments and the other
votes we have had earlier today, there
is strong support for H.R. 1402, and I
would urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment, stay with the main bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to refer to the comments of
my colleague from New York just a few
moments ago. I agree with virtually
every point he made except the last
one, and I do want to make a slight
correction there. Let me also say at
the outset, it is unfortunate that at the
time when we really need dairy farmers
working together to find new markets,
new opportunities and more revenue,
at the very time we should be working
together, we have region pitted against
region.

I just want to point out, the gen-
tleman made mention of the fact that
the average mailbox price in the upper
Midwest is the highest in the country.
That is not exactly correct. Our aver-
age price last year in the mailbox in
the upper Midwest was $15.27. In some
areas, for example in Florida, the aver-
age mailbox price was $17.43.

So there are differences. But here is
what we are talking about, and this
gets very complicated, and I am not
sure I completely understand it. But
we have 4 different classifications for
milk. Class I milk is fluid milk that
goes into bottles or containers that is
milk for drinking. Class II is spoonable
milk. That goes into ice cream and yo-
gurt. Class III is cheese, and Class IV is
powdered milk.

Now, we talked earlier today about
why many of us think the system is un-
fair because it still is based on how far
it comes from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. I

mean we can argue about that, but
when we look at the chart, that is basi-
cally the way that the various cat-
egories come out. Worse than that, it is
also priced on what it goes into. Now,
because 85 percent of the milk we
produce in the upper Midwest ulti-
mately goes into Class III or cheese, we
get a lower price. So we are closer to
Eau Claire, Wisconsin and it goes into
cheese, so we are punished twice.

Now, we are very efficient and the de-
mand in the competition is higher in
the upper Midwest, so in terms of mail-
box we come out a little better than we
would under the milk marketing order
price system. But this is really about
saying whether one’s milk goes into
cheese or whether it goes into yogurt
or whether it goes into fluid milk, one
ought to reblend those prices nation-
wide so that everybody gets the benefit
of being next to a large market and the
fluid market.

I think this is a fair amendment. I
think it is reasonable, and I hope that
we will adopt it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
a member of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, here
again, it is important that we stay fo-
cused on the bill. When we talk about
one basing point, Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, in the bill in both 1–A and 1–B,
we change that, for the reasons of
which the gentleman has accurately
expressed that it no longer is applica-
ble. That is done. That is what the Sec-
retary recommended. We are changing
the basing point to 3 in order that the
Federal order and the manner in which
it, as the gentleman has just accu-
rately described, Class I, II, III, IV
milk is priced fairly region-to-region,
with some consideration being given to
distances in order that the market sys-
tem may work fairly for each of our 50
States. That is what this is all about.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Wisconsin is another what we call
a gutting amendment, because it at-
tempts to undo that. It attempts to say
that we are going to have one giant,
big order, and for those that believe
that that is the way it ought to be, I
respect that. It is a very logical feeling
from those that somehow believe that
they are being unfairly treated with
the current system.

But I would encourage the dairy
farmers in the upper Midwest to listen
carefully to their leadership, to look
carefully as to whether or not if they
should win, would they truly be better
off? I think the answer is a clear no, a
clear no. But, those who offer the
amendment believe that it is a clear
yes, and that is why we have votes on
this floor.

I remind my colleagues again, par-
ticularly those from the upper Mid-
west, your dairy farmers voted 96.1 per-
cent to accept the Federal order. Now,
many of them perhaps prefer 1–B over
1–A, and that is a perfectly logical po-

sition for some to have in that region,
given what they think they believe.
But I will submit to you that there is
very little proof anywhere that indi-
vidual dairy farmers anywhere in the
United States will do better if we vote
this system out or particularly if we
support this amendment.
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So I would encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this amendment. The base bill takes
into consideration most of what is
being discussed and desired by this
amendment, but not all. I would urge a
no vote.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN), a freshman
Member of this House and someone
who has distinguished herself as a real
champion of family farmers.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, the
Kind amendment could end the re-
gional fighting that we have endured
for too long in dairy pricing. It would
help every dairy farmer in every region
of the country equally.

The amendment is simple. It would
take all of the different prices that
dairy farmers receive for their milk,
depending on how far away they are
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin, and com-
bine those different prices into a pool.
That pool would then be divided in
equal parts and provided to each dairy
farmer who participates in milk mar-
keting orders.

Debate on this underlying bill has
been painful. Every Member is trying
to do what is right for the dairy farm-
ers that they represent. I certainly re-
spect that. We are pitted region
against region in what could be called
a dairy Civil War.

I sympathize with my colleagues
whose States have seen their dairy
farmers go out of business. My farmers
are no different. In Wisconsin, we have
lost 7,000 dairy farms in the last 6
years.

I have strong interest in assisting
those from the Northeast, those in the
South, fighting for the survival of the
family dairy farm, but this underlying
bill helps their farmers and harms
mine, and that is simply wrong. The
Kind amendment would end the unfair-
ness of the underlying bill, allowing all
dairy farmers, no matter where they
live, to benefit equally in the Federal
milk market order program.

We are the United States. We should
not be the divided States when it
comes to dairy policy. I urge support of
the Kind amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I listened closely to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM), who I had the pleasure of serv-
ing with on the Committee on Agri-
culture when he chaired the Sub-
committee on Livestock and Horti-
culture. He understands this issue as
well as anyone does.

He is right, the underlying bill does
not benefit the rest of the country at
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the expense of the upper Midwest. This
is basically a status quo bill that al-
lows each section of the country to
continue to garner the price for milk
that they are receiving.

I do not understand how we got to
this point, quite frankly. Regionalism
has always been an aspect of dairy pol-
icy, because the cost of making milk in
one part of the country is different
from the other, so we try to overlay a
Federal policy, and the same policy af-
fects everyone differently, so this re-
gionalism has always been there.

But what we have been reduced to
this time around is that we have 48
States or at least 40 States being
harmed to the benefit of two, if we do
not accept the underlying bill. It
makes no sense. It makes no sense at
all. We have been interested in perhaps
allowing compacts to be created. Thus
far we have the Northeast compact,
and no States have been allowed to
join. The Southeast would like to form
a compact, but that is not law.

We hear this cry of cartels, that they
are collaborating to fix prices and
harm the consumer. That is not true.
The idea is to keep the price down in
those areas with the consumers in-
volved making the decisions, as op-
posed to two or three or four large
processing companies setting the price
of milk in a region. The idea is to pro-
vide that there is a fresh supply of fluid
milk so that all areas of the country
can grow their own, produce their own,
and have it available on a fresh basis.

For years, for years the Northeast
and the Southeast and West and South-
west suffered under a policy that al-
lowed a small group, I refer to them as
the Green Bay cabal, a small group of
cheesemakers, to set the price. Every
year we would get or every month we
would get our farm report, and we
would have to look to see what the MW
price is to determine what the price of
milk was going to be.

I asked somebody, this MW price,
how is it created? Well, it was created
when a group of five or six cheese man-
ufacturers got together for coffee and
doughnuts in Green Bay, Wisconsin,
once a month, and set the price. How
fair is that? So the idea here is to
make sure that each area of the coun-
try has their own supply of milk. I do
not think this amendment helps it.

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port the underlying bill and reject this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I think it is
altogether appropriate that I yield 2
minutes to my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Green Bay, Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate my colleague yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, with reference to the
cheese exchange, the interesting thing
is, guess what, we did away with the
cheese exchange, something that the
supporters of H.R. 1402 will not do. We

agree with them, that system was un-
fair. We ended it. I challenge the sup-
porters of H.R. 1402 to do the same
today, to join us in reforming this sys-
tem.

This place is locked in a time warp.
This place is using a milk marketing
order system that was created in the
era of the manual typewriter. This
place is voting on a system that ig-
nores any modern technology since
then: the interstate highway system,
refrigerated trucks, for Lords’ sakes.
Times have changed out in the market-
place, except with respect to dairy pol-
icy.

Nowhere in this country are dairy
farmers hurting more than in Wis-
consin and in Minnesota. But what we
recognize is the system that pits farm-
er against farmer, State against State,
region against region, cannot be the
answer ever to America’s challenges,
America’s problems. Those who seek to
turn back the clock to 1937 belong to
the Flat Earth Society. They fear the
marketplace. They are afraid of the
marketplace. They are afraid of com-
petition. They are afraid of breaking
down the Soviet-style pricing system.

Members are right, we did have a
cheese exchange. We ended the cheese
exchange. I would say here today that
the supporters of H.R. 1402 should do
the same thing, end this outdated sys-
tem. Let the marketplace rule. We in
Wisconsin do not fear it, we welcome
the marketplace.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I believe my amend-
ment accurately reflects the position
that the dairy farmers in the upper
Midwest have on this whole issue. They
are not looking for any special advan-
tage. They are not looking for any
competitive advantage over the rest of
the country. They certainly do not
want to visit any additional hardship
on family farms, regardless of what re-
gion they happen to be living and
working, breathing, and dying in.

But they have not heard to this day
any economic justification for main-
taining this Depression era policy
which, as this map shows, is based sole-
ly on geography and distance from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin, which is a beautiful
city located in the heart of my con-
gressional district. With today’s mod-
ern transportation system, we can ship
fluid milk around the country with rel-
ative ease.

That is what this amendment is
meant to do, to end the regional fight-
ing, to end the constant struggle where
we pit farmer against farmer and fam-
ily against family in this country,
when it does not have to be that way.

We should support this amendment
and have a national pooling mechanism
in which the Class 1 differentials will
be pooled and then distributed fairly
and equally to each producer in the
country, regardless of where they hap-
pen to be living and producing the

milk. That is why I brought this
amendment forward, Mr. Chairman. I
think it really gets to the crux of the
whole debate that we have been having
here. It certainly speaks to our pro-
ducers’ position back home, where they
are not looking for an advantage any-
where, just the level playing field and
the ability to compete fairly in our
own domestic market without these ar-
tificial trade barriers prohibiting a free
flow of goods within our own border.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is

now in order to consider amendment
No. 6 printed in Part B of House Report
106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. . MAXIMUM CLASS I MILK PRICE DIF-

FERENTIAL.
Notwithstanding the consolidation and re-

form of Federal milk marketing orders
issued under section 8c of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted
with amendments by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, effective Octo-
ber 1, 1999, the Class I milk price differential
for all Federal milk marketing orders may
not exceed $2.27 per hundredweight.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the gentleman for saying this is a sta-
tus quo bill. That is exactly right, this
is a status quo bill. I would like to
briefly explain what my amendment
seeks to accomplish.

What my amendment does, it would
simply limit the amount of disparity
between the highest and the lowest-
paid producers in this country. This
legislation would say that no producers
would be entitled to a differential of
more than $2.27 per hundred-weight
Class 1 fluid milk. This amendment
would try to restore some of the fair-
ness and equity of the USDA’s proposed
reforms. The $2.27 is a simple average
differential in the final rule proposed
by the others, which is supposed to be-
come effective October 1, 1999.

Now, while I cannot support forcing
dairy farmers in my State and nation-
wide to live with the status quo, as
H.R. 1402 would do, I believe that this
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amendment would make an inequitable
system more livable for the dairy farm-
ers of the upper Midwest.

The farmers in the State of Wis-
consin and the Midwest have lived far
too long under a system that rewards
inefficiency in low productive regions
and discourages production in regions
that are best-equipped to produce dairy
products. It is a nonsensical system
that served a purpose during the De-
pression era, when we had the horse
and buggy, but does not work in to-
day’s era, when we actually have a car.

If we are going to ask farmers in my
State and other upper Midwest States
to continue living with this antiquated
system, we have to give them some
glimmer of hope that their hard work
that went into reforming this system is
not all for naught. These dedicated in-
dividuals should not be told that the
work of the farmers in other parts of
the country matters more than the
work that they do.

Wisconsin has seen the departure of
11,000 dairy farms between 1990 and
1998. I was talking to a colleague of
mine just at the last vote who was
from New York who was complaining
that over the last 8 years that person
lost 20 dairy farmers. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, in Wisconsin we lost 20 dairy
farmers in the last 5 days. Family
farms are at stake here more than ever
in Wisconsin and Minnesota.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sends
basically a strong message. It sends the
message that farmers throughout this
country should be rewarded with rea-
sonable, equitable differentials. Cur-
rently, producers in Florida are re-
warded with the differential payments
that are twice as much as producers,
say, in Minnesota are being paid.

How can this kind of a system be jus-
tified? A farmer in, say, south Florida,
outside of Miami, is going to get twice
the differential that a farmer doing the
same job, having the same kind of
herd, is doing in Minnesota?

If we really believe that in Florida it
costs twice as much to milk a cow than
it does in Minnesota, we owe it to the
consumers of America to explain why
this Congress would support paying a
farmer in Florida twice as much to
stay in business. This makes about as
much sense as it would paying farmers
in my district four times as much as
the Florida orange growers to raise or-
anges. But we do not grow oranges in
Wisconsin because we know we have
tough winters, and it would not be a
good idea. It makes about as much
sense as paying Wisconsin farmers $3
extra per pound over the growers in
Georgia for peanuts.

Out of fairness and equity, I would
ask my colleagues to support my
amendment. It does not completely
throw out the order system, it simply
provides reasonable limits for differen-
tial payments set at the average dif-
ferential of $2.27, so there will be dif-
ferences. There will be more in some
regions, versus in others. It is just not
an incredible amount.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Does the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. RILEY) seek to claim the
time in opposition to the amendment?

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I do.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Alabama (Mr. RILEY)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, here we go again. We
have debated this same proposal over
and over and over again today. I do not
know that anyone is going to add any-
thing new and exciting to this debate.
But this debate literally comes down
to, last year, in the upper Midwest,
farmers got in their mailbox a price of
$15.38 cents per hundred-weight for
their milk. In Alabama, they got $15.34.
Under this proposal, we would take a 43
cent per hundred-weight reduction in
addition to a 98 cent reduction.

Mr. Chairman, if we want to tell all
of the Southeastern producers, all of
the Texas producers that we are lit-
erally going to put them out of busi-
ness, that this amendment would cause
all of the farmers in the Southeast over
the next year or so to die a very slow
and agonizing death, then it would be
much more simple just to say we are
going to produce all of the milk in the
upper Midwest and ship it all over the
country. That is essentially what this
legislation is trying to do.

I appreciate the attempt of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN) to help their dairy farmers in
their State, but they are doing it at
the expense of every other dairy farmer
in the United States.

My next-door neighbor is in the dairy
business. I cannot go home and tell
this man that we are going to reduce
his price and allow the people in the
upper Midwest to have an increase in
price even though his cost is almost 30
to 40 percent more than theirs. It
makes no sense.

I appreciate the gentlemen’s at-
tempt, but this amendment is a poison
pill. We need to concentrate again on
the base bill. This would destroy that
bill. It makes no sense to do it.

Of everything that I have dealt with
since I have been in Congress, I do not
know of a single issue where regions
are pitted against each other to the
point that we are going to tell a full re-
gion of the country that we are going
to put them out of business; and that is
essentially what this amendment does.

So I would urge all my colleagues to
concentrate on the base bill and reject
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, first, in response to the previous

speaker, he complains that Secretary
Glickman’s reform might put some
farmers out of business. Again, we have
heard it over and over again: by this
time tomorrow, five farmers in Wis-
consin will be put out of business by
the system that this legislation would
reimpose.

He says it would be a terrible thing if
one region of the Nation might produce
most of the milk. I hope he will sup-
port me in my legislation to create a
mandated government-supported citrus
industry in northern Wisconsin. After
all, we should not have citrus all com-
ing from one or two regions.

Let me boil things down here. I am
not going to tell my colleagues that
this bill or the Secretary’s reforms are
going to make a huge difference to the
dairy farmers in any region of the Na-
tion because they will not, and those
who would suggest that I think are
probably misreading this.

Our farmers are not expecting favor-
itism. They are hard working. They
have an uphill battle. They face Wis-
consin winters. They face losing foot-
ball seasons. They are a tough lot, ab-
solutely. They are not looking for fa-
voritism.

But my farmers look at this; and
they say that, if they cannot get the
very, very modest reforms that are
shown by Secretary Glickman, then
perhaps they will lose all hope. Maybe
that is why the Ag commissioner from
Minnesota, when testifying before the
Committee on Agriculture, said re-
cently that people of Minnesota have
given up hope on Congress. They have
said that they actually have considered
trying to physically relocate the city
of Eau Claire to the West Coast, be-
cause it might be easier to do than to
get a reform done here in Congress.
Well, we will see today. They may well
be right.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GREEN), the last speaker, and again I
appreciate his concern, but 50 percent
of the dairy farmers in Alabama have
already gone broke. This will reduce
the remaining 50 percent to zero. I
think that applies all across this coun-
try in different regions.

We cannot destroy an industry to
benefit a few States. Let me give an ex-
ample of what happens. Dairy farmers
in the Southeast will lose $42 million,
States like Alabama, Georgia, Ten-
nessee, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Ar-
kansas; $23 million to the dairy farm-
ers in Texas; $22 million will be lost by
the dairy producers in North Carolina
and South Carolina; $24 million in New
York, New Jersey, and Delaware; $22
million with all of the New England
States; $16 million a year loss in Mary-
land, Virginia, and in eastern Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Chairman, this is bad policy, and
this amendment fully guts the under-
lying bill. This is not something that I
think most of the proponents of small
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farms that are throughout this country
could begin to attempt to support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
add a correction to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. RILEY). The Southeast
mailbox price is higher than the upper
Midwest mailbox price. The Southeast
mailbox price is $15.36, and the Midwest
mailbox price is $15.27. Also, with due
respect to the farmers in Alabama, we
have already lost 50 percent of our
farmers in Wisconsin. This has already
gone.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Ryan amend-
ment. This amendment would cap milk
market differentials at $2.27. That
means that the maximum that any
dairy farmer in any region of the coun-
try could receive under market orders
would be $2.27 above the basic formula
price for milk.

This amendment may not increase
the differential for the upper Midwest
dairy farmers who receive the lowest
price for their milk compared to every
other region of the country. But the
amendment would bring more fairness
to a very unfair bill.

For example, under current milk
marketing orders, dairy farmers near
Miami, Florida receive $4.18 per hun-
dred-weight of milk above the basic
formula price. In comparison, the dairy
farmers I represent in Wisconsin only
receive $1.20 per hundred-weight of
milk above the basic formula price.
That means, for every 8 gallons of
milk, my dairy farmers receive nearly
$3 less than dairy farmers near Miami,
Florida.

The Ryan amendment would make
this foolish system a little less foolish.
Instead of giving dairy farmers that
live the farthest away from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin, the most money for their
milk, the amendment would take the
average of all differing orders, milk
marketing orders, $2.27, and cap the
maximum at that. Although this would
still allow some differences in regional
milk prices, it would greatly improve a
very flawed system.

Mr. Chairman, I know that my dairy
farmers do not want to hurt other
dairy farmers in this country. But for
over 60 years they have been receiving
less for their milk than any other
farmers in the Nation. They just want
fairness, and this amendment brings us
one step closer to fairness.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN),
the other cosponsor of this amend-
ment.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, a lot of numbers are getting
tossed around here today. I have some-
thing very interesting that we just got.

These are the USDA figures just re-
leased for the month of October. This is
what they use to send out paychecks to
farmers.

What it says is the loss here, if this
goes forward, is 57 cents nationwide.
The gloom and doom that my colleague
and friend puts forward is just not
borne out by the numbers. Again,
changes that we are pushing for are ex-
tremely modest. H.R. 1402, contrary to
what it said, we will lose. Farmers ev-
erywhere will lose.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, how much
time do we have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. RILEY) has 51⁄2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, just in response to the
last two speakers, in 1998, Chicago had
a mailbox price of $15.38 cents. Ala-
bama had $15.34. Under option 1–B, Ala-
bama would be reduced by 38 cents.
Chicago’s mailbox prices would go up
by 60 cents. That is 98 cents per hun-
dred-weight.

Now, if that is not disproportionate, I
do not know what would be. Under this
amendment, we would take another
further reduction of 43 cents per hun-
dred-weight.

There has been testimony brought
forward time and time again today
about the efficiencies of the upper Mid-
west. I agree. They do produce milk
much cheaper than we can in the
Southeast. But it makes absolutely no
sense when one looks at it logically for
a national program, this is not to re-
move the program, this is to adjust the
program, that we are going to take the
high-cost areas and reduce their price
to increase the price in low-cost pro-
duction areas.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief
since I have 1 minute. The States that
will not be affected by this amendment
which fall at or below the $2.27 dif-
ferential are California, Colorado,
Iowa, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas,
Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Mis-
souri, Montana, North Dakota, Ne-
braska, New Mexico, Nevada, much of
New York, Ohio, Oregon, much of
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah,
Washington, Wisconsin, West Virginia,
and Wyoming.

Now, the point is this, Mr. Chairman:
what this amendment seeks to do is get
a little bit of fairness in the system. If
H.R. 1402 is going to pass, it will per-
petuate the status quo, a system based
on horse-and-buggy 1937 economics. We
are simply saying let us at least put a
little limit on the damage because one
lives far away from Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, one is going to get a higher
price. One is still going to get a higher

price the farther away from Wisconsin
under my amendment; it is just going
to cap it at the national average of the
differential.

The USDA said the national average
under the USDA’s plan will be $2.27.
That is what this amendment seeks to
achieve. Differences will still exist;
they just will be limited.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM), the ranking member
on the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, in
understandable efforts to simplify a
complex issue, many continue to char-
acterize Option 1–B, the option chosen
by the Department, as reform and Op-
tion 1–A as the status quo. This charac-
terization is simply incorrect. Option
1–A is not the status quo.

For many years, it was the goal of
the upper Midwest dairy organizations
to encourage a consolidation of milk
marketing orders, so much so that the
farm bills requirements for consolida-
tion was that region’s main accom-
plishment in the dairy section of that
bill.

Option 1–A would accomplish that
goal to the same degree as Option 1–B.
Under the old rhetoric, then, even with
Option 1–A, the final decision would be
a significant accomplishment.

But apparently the debate has shift-
ed, and we are faced with a new meas-
ure of success. It was a goal of the
upper Midwest to bring an end to the
accepted notion that each orders Class
I differential is related to its distance
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

Option 1–A recognizes three surplus
zones as the basis for determining
Class I prices. In Texas, this result
itself means a significant lowering of
the differential and, therefore, prices
received by producers. Option 1–A will
reduce income from Texas producers as
well as producers in many other parts
of the Nation.
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So, again, under the old rhetoric and
the old standards of success for the
upper Midwest, Option 1–A represents a
significant victory and a change from
the status quo.

Now, the gentleman from Alabama is
totally correct. The intent of this
amendment is, for some reason, the
folks in the upper Midwest continue to
believe that it will help them to take
away something from producers in the
South or other regions of the country.
I do not understand the logic of that
because it will not work that way.
Even if they should be successful, the
marketplace will not allow that to hap-
pen.

So I would encourage our colleagues
to vote down this amendment, another
amendment, well-intentioned, and the
representatives from the upper Mid-
west are doing an excellent job of rep-
resenting that particular interest. The
rest of the dairy industry in the whole
United States happens to differ and dis-
agree with them, but that is what this
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floor is for. That is what we are here
for. That is what the Committee on Ag-
riculture did, we debated this amend-
ment and we defeated it overwhelm-
ingly in the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, here is some fresh data we have
from the USDA. Looking at the entire
country, on average, if the USDA re-
forms go through, comparing the
USDA reforms to the current status
quo, they gain 57 cents, so the country,
on average, not just the upper Midwest.

Mr. STENHOLM. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I would ask the
gentleman who gains?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Almost all
regions in this country gain. On aver-
age, in this country, according to the
fresh data we just got 15 minutes ago,
we gain as a Nation.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I do not know how much more can be
said in this debate that has not already
been said, but let me just close by say-
ing we have farmers who have invested
a lifetime of work that are struggling
every day throughout this country just
to keep their heads above water. If we
are going to do anything that will push
their heads under and hold them under,
this amendment will do it.

This body has already spoken today
and said that we want to go back to
Option 1–A. I think that is a clear man-
date of this Congress. This amendment
would gut that. This is a poison pill
amendment, and I would encourage all
of my colleagues to vote against it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN) will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 7 printed in Part B of House
Report 106–324.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 7 offered by Mr.
MANZULLO:

Add at the end the following new section:
SEC. ll. CONDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION OF

ACT.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE; ROLE OF UNITED

STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—This Act
and the amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act, except that the Secretary of Agri-
culture may not carry out this Act or imple-

ment any amendment made by this Act un-
less and until the United States Trade Rep-
resentative notifies the Secretary that this
Act and the amendments made by this Act
present no risk of interference with any
international trade negotiation to which the
United States is currently a party or with
the achievement of the trade policy objec-
tives of the United States.

(b) CONTINUING ASSESSMENT OF EFFECT ON
TRADE.—If this Act and the amendments
made by this Act are implemented as pro-
vided in subsection (a), the United States
Trade Representative shall periodically as-
sess the effect of the implementation of this
Act and the amendments made by this Act
on international trade negotiations to which
the United States is a party and the trade
policy objectives of the United States.

(c) TERMINATION.—If, as a result of an as-
sessment under subsection (b), the United
States Trade Representative determines that
this Act or any amendment made by this Act
presents a risk of interference with any
international trade negotiation to which the
United States is a party or with the achieve-
ment of the trade policy objectives of the
United States, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall notify the Secretary of Ag-
riculture of the determination. Upon receipt
of the notification, the Secretary shall cease
to carry out this Act and amendments made
by this Act.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, we have filed an
amendment to this bill for the purpose
of trying to infuse the free trade sys-
tem into this incredible archaic system
of dairy marketing orders. The Man-
zullo-Dooley amendment has as its
goal that when we leave the House of
Representatives and the bill passes the
Senate and is signed by the President
that the USTR, the United States
Trade Representative, would have the
ability to review the language and pass
upon whether or not it complies with
our ability to compete internationally
and meet the requirements of Nunn
subsidies and the relief thereof in the
WTO.

This is important. It is extremely im-
portant for the following reasons. We
cannot have it both ways. Either we
support free trade for our farmers or
we do not. Every agricultural interest
group has come to my office saying
that they want to thank me for my
votes on free trade. And it is extremely
important in the new rounds that are
coming up in Seattle that when we are
there as a representative of Congress,
which I will be, along with several
other Members from this body and the
other body, that we are going to be
pressing the issue of making sure that
overseas subsidies and Nunn tariff bar-
riers are taken away so that our farm-
ers can be on a more even playing field
and, thus, be more able to export our
agricultural commodities.

Illinois exports about 47 percent of
its agricultural commodities. The en-

tire farming industry nationwide is in
trouble; and one of the ways to bring it
out of this incredible recession, if not
depression, is to bust open the foreign
markets to make it easier for us to sell
the fruit of the labor of the American
farmer overseas.

It is amazing. The American Farm
Bureau Federation says technical trade
barriers hold up $5 billion worth of U.S.
commodity sales to 63 countries. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that free farm trade would mean
about 25 to 30 percent higher com-
modity prices for U.S. farmers and
ranchers, and some speculate it could
go as high as 50 percent. Yet I see
where the American Farm Bureau is
part of a coalition opposing the Man-
zullo-Dooley amendment which would
ensure free trade for our farmers.

That is what this amendment is
about. It is very simple.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
COMBEST) claim the time in opposition?

Mr. COMBEST. I rise to claim the
time in opposition, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
would like to join those many others
who thanked the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO) for his votes on
free trade, however, I do rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The Manzullo amendment would pre-
vent the Secretary of Agriculture from
carrying out the provisions of H.R. 1402
and thereby the United States dairy
policy once it was approved by Con-
gress and signed into law. The amend-
ment says that the Secretary of Agri-
culture may not implement the law
passed by Congress unless the U.S.
Trade Representative says that this
law does not present a risk of inter-
ference with international trade agree-
ments or trade policy objectives of the
United States. If this amendment is
adopted, the House of Representatives
will be allowing the USTR to set U.S.
dairy policy.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) sets no
time frame for consideration by the
USTR, which could delay indefinitely
its determination of the dairy policy
compliance with trade agreements. The
USTR evaluation of H.R. 1402 could
take years, and U.S. dairy farmers will
suffer while other countries continue
their subsidies unchecked.

Additionally, the Manzullo amend-
ment requires the USTR to evaluate
U.S. dairy policy to determine whether
there is a risk of interference with
international trade agreements or with
the trade policy objectives of the
United States which has no force of
law. The risk that should be evaluated
is whether the European Union or the
Canadian dairy policy is in accord with
international trade rules.

Right now, the European Union
spends over $40 billion in domestic sup-
port to subsidize its farmers. That is
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eight times as much as is spent by the
United States for its farmers. On top of
that, the European Union spends $8 bil-
lion on export subsidies, keeping the
U.S. agriculture out of many markets
around the world. And that is a rep-
resentation that is 16 times as much as
is spent by the United States on export
subsidies.

I would urge Members to oppose the
Manzullo amendment. The Congress
should determine dairy policy with the
concurrence of the President. Un-
checked bureaucrats should not deter-
mine what U.S. dairy policy is.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding
me this time.

This amendment points to, I think, a
broader question, and I ask this ques-
tion only somewhat seriously. Do not
Members of this institution feel at
least a little hypocritical here today?
At the very time that we are urging,
no, insisting that nations around the
world open up their economies and tear
down trade barriers, at the very time
we do that, we seek to reimpose and re-
inforce those very trade barriers be-
tween the States in this country.

We are holding press conferences,
special orders, we are even holding
strikes when nations try to do pre-
cisely what 1402 seeks to do. We send
trade missions all around the world.
We send representatives from the IMF,
from the World Bank, all over as mis-
sionaries of trade and capitalism, yet
in this House we practice a very dif-
ferent religion. Maybe we should put
together a letter directing the U.S.
Trade Representative to come back
home, to come to Congress, the flat
Earth society, to come back here and
try to preach the gospel of capitalism
and trade.

Some time ago, I reluctantly voted
for NTR for China. I was very reluc-
tant; had some misgivings about it.
But I voted for it, because I believed at
the very time that we are trying to tell
our farmers to move to market-based,
to management-style policies that we
cannot deny them potentially the larg-
est market in the world. Yet, I am
ashamed to say that today a majority
is going to go one step further and
close off some markets here at home.
Today, much of the logic behind NTR
comes crashing down as far as I am
concerned.

Let me plead with my colleagues
from around the Nation. Do not be
afraid to compete. Do not be afraid to
compete with the dairy farmers of the
upper Midwest or anywhere. Do not be
afraid to compete. Do not reerect trade
barriers because of the large co-ops and
trade organizations. Do not.

This is a defining moment. We are ei-
ther going to be a pro-trade Congress
or we are not. Up to now, I thought we
were a pro-trade Congress. I was wrong.

At least I believe that I will be shown
wrong later on today.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO), the subcommittee
chairman.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in opposition to this
amendment.

I believe that it does what the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO)
wants it to in terms of the way it is
drafted, but I believe it does a whole
lot more than quite simply making
this abide by current international
trade agreements.

If we read the actual amendment, it
says the U.S. Trade Representative has
to notify the Secretary that the act
and amendments made by the act
present no risk of interference with
any international trade negotiation to
which the United States is current a
party or the achievement of trade pol-
icy objectives.

So not only do we have to agree with
international agreements but any
trade negotiation that we are currently
negotiating with anyone or that we
achieve someone’s trade policy objec-
tives. And the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s office has the ability to look at
this and decide whether or not it meets
these, what I believe are very fuzzy
goals, and has the ability to stop this
legislation from being implemented.

Now, we have already, as a Congress,
many times, abdicated our responsi-
bility when it comes to trade agree-
ments, but this goes even one step fur-
ther than that. We are now going to ab-
dicate our responsibility in terms of
dairy policy. We are now going to give
that to the U.S. Trade Representative.

And I would like to ask the sponsor
of the amendment or either of the
sponsors of the amendment a question.
If the United States Trade Representa-
tive’s office decides this is somehow
not with the achievement of the trade
policy objectives of the United States,
and this does not become law, what
then becomes the law in terms of dairy
policy in this country? Do we go back
to the 1937 generic act, do we go back
to the 1995 act, or do we go back to the
1985 act?

Exactly what becomes law in this
country if the new secretary of agri-
culture at the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s office decides that this does not
meet somebody’s objectives?

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POMBO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. It would be 1–A
modified that would go into effect on
October.

Mr. POMBO. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I would have to say that
I believe the gentleman is inaccurate
to say it would be 1–A modified. Be-
cause after this has passed and become
the law, what the gentleman is doing is
going back to whatever was the law un-
derneath the generic law.

I believe what this legislation would
do, if the U.S. Trade Representative de-
cided that we were not achieving some-
body’s trade policy objectives, that we
would then go back to the 1937 act as
the generic act. I do not think, in fact,
I know there is no one in this place
that can explain what the 1937 act is
because nobody can explain what the
1996 act is.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, If
the gentleman will continue to yield,
what we can explain is the fact that we
have regional socialism that is destroy-
ing the American dairy industry, and
that is exactly what this amendment is
about.

Mr. POMBO. I will not debate the
gentleman on the merits of the current
dairy policy in this country.

Mr. MANZULLO. But that is exactly
why we are here.

b 1515

I believe that the current policy is
wrong. I believe the current policy is
not good policy. And it was not my
bill. It was not the bill of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. It was a cre-
ation of a lot of the people that are
pushing this stuff right now.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY), the cosponsor
of this amendment.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment. I do so because, as a farm-
er and as a Member of Congress, and
certainly as a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, when I look to
the future and where the market op-
portunities for U.S. agriculture are,
they are certainly outside our borders.
I mean, it is no secret that when we
start looking at world demographics,
the world’s population, that we only
have 4 percent of it which lives within
the United States. Ninety-six percent
of the consumers live outside of our
borders.

So it has been appropriate that this
administration and past administra-
tions have been diligent in trying to
expand our opportunities to access
those markets. But if we are going to
make that one of our highest prior-
ities, it is also very important that we
have our domestic agriculture pro-
grams be consistent with achieving
that outcome.

I mean, already today we have over a
third of our acreage which is devoted
to the production of commodities
which are exported, and that is going
to increase. When we look at the poten-
tial opportunity in the developing
countries and others, over 50 cents of
every dollar in every developing coun-
try, every 50 cents of every dollar in-
crease in per capita income goes to the
purchase of food stuffs.

That is the opportunity for U.S.
dairy farmers, for U.S. cotton farmers,
grain and wheat also. So it is impor-
tant for us when we pass any type of
policy that pertains to our domestic
agricultural policy that it in fact be
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consistent with the trade agreements
that we have entered into and have ne-
gotiated.

The objective of the Manzullo-Dooley
amendment is very simple. It is to en-
sure that USTR has the opportunity to
review it, to ensure that it does in fact
maintain a consistency with the trade
agreements that we have already nego-
tiated.

I would say in terms of the trade ob-
jectives that our trade objectives are
to reduce domestic interference and
markets, whether they be with our
trading partners or internally. We
think that is important. Because if we
are going to try to make our good-faith
arguments in a consistent manner
when we are bringing issues in front of
the WTO and other trade dispute pan-
els, resolution panels, we have to make
sure that we are on the moral high
ground too.

If we are in fact putting forth a dairy
program that is in fact interfering or is
inconsistent with trying to move in a
more market-oriented direction that is
ensuring that there is not undue Gov-
ernment interference in the market-
place, we are in fact being inconsistent
with the same policies that we are try-
ing to advocate and trying to see im-
plemented internationally.

This measure I think is an important
amendment. It is one which I think can
just provide an additional level of over-
sight to ensure that we are advancing
policies in Congress that are consistent
with our overall international trade
objectives and ensuring, too, that our
domestic policies are going to ensure
that we are rewarding those dairy fam-
ilies and farming families that have
the relative advantage in our country
to produce the highest quality product
at the least cost.

I urge support of this amendment.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and I join in the chairman’s
opposition to this amendment.

It is interesting that we have those
who support free trade who stand here
and say we are for free trade and fair
trade but also who consistently fight
that Congress might have a determina-
tion over whether or not our policy
mixes or matches with what other
countries are doing suddenly come
with an amendment that says that the
ultimate judge of this will be the U.S.
Trade Representative. I find that very
interesting.

But my opposition to the amendment
stems from the practical side of the ar-
gument that they make. If in fact we
are somehow calling this bill that we
have today an anti-trade agreement, it
would have already been discussed in
the House Committee on Agriculture.
Because, to the best of our ability, we
bring no legislation to this floor that is
not consistent with laws which we sup-
port. Because just as the chairman of
the subcommittee, myself, the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY),
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO) support free trade, that is
not the argument today.

The argument on this amendment
and why it ought to be opposed is who
are we going to allow to make that de-
termination. If we in fact were con-
cerned about the spirit of this amend-
ment, what we ought to have done is
pass Fast Track so we could be negoti-
ating in Seattle in a few weeks because
this House has chosen not to do that,
not the President, not the Senate. This
House has voted we do not want to ne-
gotiate.

Now, my feelings are very, very
strong on trade. I would like to see
freer and fairer trade. I want to see it
negotiated at Seattle. I want to be part
of it. We will be part of it. Under the
chairman’s leadership, the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture will be part of it.
And we in fact will see that whatever is
negotiated that we conform to it. But
we are going to do it a little differently
this time I hope.

I hope that at this time that instead
of us waiting to see or negotiating first
and then adjusting to it that we do it
a little bit differently; that whatever is
negotiated this time, I hope we will
conform our legislation to the spirit of
that so that our producers, in this case
our dairy producers, will have our Gov-
ernment standing shoulder to shoulder
with them.

To those that make the argument
that somehow this bill is anti-free
trade or hypocritical, have they taken
a look at the Canadian dairy system,
their neighbors just to the north, and
see what they do, and then suggest
that what we are doing today is anti-
free trade? They are aiming their guns
at the wrong target.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the
United States filed a complaint and a
panel was installed on the Canadian
dairy system, and we won that round.
It is being appealed by Canada right
now.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, that is my point.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would further yield,
that is the whole point. We have got
something just as ridiculous and we are
suing the Canadians because of theirs.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I beg to differ with
the assessment of the gentleman of the
bill that we have in this country.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to engage the ranking
member for a moment, if I might.

Is it not true that in all other agri-
cultural policy in regards to what is
compliant or noncompliant with U.S.
and international trade rules that the
Department of Agriculture makes the
ruling on those?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, that
is certainly my understanding, and
that is the way in which I believe this
body would have wanted us to progress.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, it is interesting here
that we are talking about the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture having au-
thority over trade and their wanting to
keep that, but the ones making the ar-
gument are the same ones that are say-
ing the U.S. Department of Agriculture
should not have the ability to pass 1–a
modified and let the farmers choose for
themselves.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to do
something that is fairly rare here on
the House floor, and that is read a pas-
sage of the U.S. Constitution.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO) in his amendment is
raising a very, very valid point. Let us
go back to the Constitution. Everybody
who is here in this body swore an oath
to protect the Constitution.

So in Article I, section 9, ‘‘No tax or
duty shall be laid on articles exported
from any State. No preference shall be
given by any regulation of commerce
or revenue to the ports of one State
over those of another. Nor shall vessels
bound to or from one State be obliged
to enter, clear, or pay duties in an-
other.’’

The point is this: this is unconstitu-
tional. We are already setting up pro-
tectionist barriers within this country
based on this antiquated dairy system.

Now, the question about export,
world trade with other countries, is a
very, very valid question. But that
goes to the heart of the issue, which is,
we are already doing things that seem
extraordinarily contrary to the Con-
stitution that we are here to uphold.

Now, I know I am a new Member, and
I know it is very novel that we bring
this to the floor, but the point is this:
what we are already doing is, in many
people’s opinion, including my own, is
unconstitutional. What we are doing is
violating the very principles we try to
export to other countries.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, let
us assume for a moment the gentleman
is correct. I am not a constitutional
lawyer myself, but I will assume for a
moment that he is correct.

Would it not be the proper forum to
determine that at the Supreme Court
and not the United States Trade Rep-
resentative?

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-

man, that is a very, very good ques-
tion.

In my opinion, I think Members of
Congress, who swear to uphold the Con-
stitution, should do that as well. We
should debate the constitutionality of
the bill as we try to propose so we do
not logjam the courts heaping the re-
sponsibility over there. We should be
the first check on the Constitution
here in the legislative branch of the
Government.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, would
the Chair inform the Members as to the
amount of time remaining.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) has 81⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 111⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON).

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment and certainly in sup-
port of H.R. 1402.

I come from Arkansas. We have a
rich dairy tradition in northwest Ar-
kansas. I have heard from my dairy
farmers, and they need help; they need
assistance. This is designed to give
some relief and a flow of milk for our
consumers in the United States.

But the amendment that is being of-
fered I think does raise a serious con-
stitutional question, and I appreciate
my good friend from Wisconsin reading
from the Constitution. I think he
should be here frequently and reading
from the Constitution. But one thing I
hear from my constituents is that this
body assigns too much authority to
other agencies of Government.

What this amendment does is it dele-
gates the United States Trade Rep-
resentative and gives so much author-
ity and power to that body to override,
in essence, what we believe is impor-
tant in setting policy for our dairy
farmers and this industry.

So I think that this takes us in to-
tally the wrong direction. We look at
the issue of trade, and I believe we need
to expand trade and do everything that
we can to move in that direction. But
as the gentleman from Texas was dis-
cussing, other countries always have
some type of program to help their ag-
ricultural community or some dif-
ferent industry that they are con-
cerned about. And our responsibility
overall is to make sure that our sup-
port system is at a minimum that does
not interfere substantially with our
trade.

What we are doing is we will be sin-
gling out the dairy farmer and telling
the United States Trade Representa-
tive that they have got to watch this
particular element, they have got to
watch our dairy farmers, they have got
to watch the flow of milk here, and it

puts us in a weak position in negoti-
ating trade agreements with our other
countries.

I do not believe that this in any way
would undermine our trade policy of
the United States, but it would under-
mine our negotiating position. And
there is a huge distinction there.

So I fully support the bill. I would
ask my colleagues to oppose the
amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE),
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Trade of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

(Mr. CRANE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO), my friend and my next-door
neighbor, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY).

A little more than 2 months from
now, the U.S. will host a ministerial
meeting of the World Trade Organiza-
tion, the first of its kind to be held in
this country.

A primary goal for American farmers
is the successful launch of a new round
of multilateral trade negotiations at
this important meeting. The United
States possesses the most efficient and
competitive agriculture sector in the
world. Agricultural goods accounted
for $88 billion in total two-way trade
during 1998, up 14 percent from 1993.
U.S. agricultural exports alone stood
at about $52 billion in 1998.

Because domestic food consumption
is projected to remain relatively sta-
ble, the further elimination of trade
barriers and development of new export
opportunities is essential to the eco-
nomic health of American farmers.

United States objectives for the next
round of trade negotiations are to abol-
ish export subsidies, phase out tariffs,
and reform and eliminate domestic
support programs.

It is never easy to achieve liberaliza-
tion of agricultural trade because
farming is the most sensitive and po-
litically powerful sector in almost
every country. But this difficult objec-
tive becomes impossible if the United
States, the avowed champion of open
trade and agriculture, takes additional
steps to distort markets and increase
protection for our own favored com-
modities.
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H.R. 1402 increases market-distorting
subsidies, penalizes consumers, and in-
vites our trading partners to take simi-
lar steps. H.R. 1402 enables the Euro-
pean Union to justify and maintain its
protectionist agricultural policies
which represent the single largest im-
pediment to expanded agricultural
trade worldwide.

The Manzullo-Dooley amendment re-
quires USTR to assess whether imple-
mentation of H.R. 1402 would under-
mine the trade negotiating objectives
of the United States. Implementation
of the bill’s market-distorting sub-
sidies, Mr. Chairman, would end if
USTR made an affirmative finding.

Mr. Chairman, as the important WTO
meeting in Seattle approaches, it is
completely counterproductive to U.S.
negotiating objectives to pass legisla-
tion like H.R. 1402. The United States
must stand foursquare for free market
reforms and for free trade policy, a pol-
icy rather that benefits our farmers,
processors and our consumers. We must
continue to provide the international
leadership for free markets that has
traditionally come from America.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a yes vote on
the Manzullo-Dooley amendment, and I
urge a no vote on H.R. 1402.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) a
moment ago, speaking of the constitu-
tional authority, I am sure has forgot-
ten that the rules of the House deter-
mine that every committee that brings
a bill to the floor of the House must de-
termine that the act is constitutional
before it is eligible under the rules to
come to the floor of the House, and on
page 16 of the report the committee,
the Committee on Agriculture, finds
the constitutional authority for this
legislation in Article I, clause 8, sec-
tion 18, that grants Congress the power
to make all laws necessary and proper
for carrying out the powers vested by
Congress.

So we have made that determination
in the committee bringing the bill to
our colleagues so they can feel a little
better about their concerns.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and to add on to the gen-
tleman from Texas’ explanation for the
constitutional provision which allows
the U.S. Congress to do what we are
doing now, which is basically a more
equitable distribution of the funds, not
an inequitable distribution of the
funds, and I will quote from Oliver
Wendell Holmes. I was going to make
this comment to the gentleman from
Wisconsin who originally brought up
the idea of the Constitution. Oliver
Wendell Holmes, chief justice, said
that the Constitution was made for
people with fundamentally differing
views. And what we see here today is a
reflection of people on this House floor
with fundamentally differing views.
And at this particular point, my col-
league with whom I have great respect,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO), I would oppose his amendment.

We talked about free and open mar-
kets. We need to have access to foreign
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markets. Well, in the state of the world
today, especially when we consider the
agricultural community in the United
States, who are we going to sell our ag-
ricultural products to in the near
term?

Is it going to be Russia? I do not
think so.

Is it going to be China? I do not think
so.

Is it going to be Japan? So our mar-
kets right now with the international
situation are somewhat restricted.

Can the agricultural community in
the United States wait until the Rus-
sian economy improves, or China opens
its markets, or Japan opens its mar-
kets, or Canada opens its markets? I do
not think so. We are talking about a
free market system.

What I would like to remind my col-
leagues who are in favor of this par-
ticular amendment is, Mr. Chairman,
that if they look at General Motors,
they operate whether it rains or wheth-
er it does not rain. They can operate in
a free, open-market economy without
much interference from anybody. They
do not have to worry about floods; they
do not worry about droughts; they do
not worry about disease; they do not
worry about insect infestation. But the
U.S. agricultural community worries
about all of those things every single
day of the year, and the U.S. agri-
culture industry operates on a very
slim weather margin.

So I would ask my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Illinois for yielding this
time to me.

Let us come back to the spirit in
which this amendment is offered, and
that is to highlight the trade implica-
tions that this amendment is meant to
address, and there are many.

If our dairy farmers, farmers gen-
erally across the country, are to sur-
vive in the future, it is going to depend
in large part on the ability to export
products beyond our borders. Agri-
culture already is our number one ex-
port industry. We have an opportunity
south of our border to take advantage,
if we position ourselves correctly, of an
emerging dairy market. That has
proved more and more difficult because
of policies of outside nations, espe-
cially the European Union. If anyone
today is under the illusion that what
we do on 1402 does not have an effect on
our trade policy in the agricultural
sector, Mr. Chairman, they do not un-
derstand how other countries are view-
ing what we are doing here today.

Last December, I had an opportunity
along with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY), Senator PAT ROB-
ERTS, a few other representatives, to go
over to Brussels and speak with mem-
bers of the European Commission and
European Parliament in regards to the
reforms that they are looking at over
their common agricultural policy. I

raised the issue that in the European
Union they have some of the highest
state-subsidized dairy policies in the
world, and they have a competitive ad-
vantage over us because of that high
state subsidy. They turned to me and
said: ‘‘Listen. Until you are able to get
your own house in order, who are you
to come over here and lecture to us
about lowering trade barriers and mov-
ing to a more free trade market sys-
tem?’’

That is what is at stake here.
We have another round of WTO dis-

cussions coming up this fall. If we are
incapable of tearing down trade bar-
riers that exist domestically over in
the dairy policy, it is going to be very
difficult for our trade representatives
to have the moral authority and the
credibility to engage in those WTO
talks to convince other countries to
move to a more free trade market sys-
tem around the globe and give our
farmers the opportunity to compete
fairly and effectively.

That ultimately is going to deter-
mine the success or the failure of our
family farmers.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, we all are interested in ensuring
that the agriculture industry grows
and becomes healthy. But granting
veto authority to our trade representa-
tive in domestic policy issues is a ter-
rible precedent that relinquishes our
congressional role in oversight of trade
agreements.

This amendment would essentially
put our dairy programs on the trading
block. That is not good for our family
farmers. That cannot be good for our
family farmers.

As my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) pointed out, we always should
question the wisdom of delegating veto
authority to Federal agencies. That is
what we are elected to do here. Agri-
culture has been compromised too
many times already by our trade rep-
resentatives, and all agricultural sec-
tors have been effected by the short-
comings of those agreements.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
what is another amendment intended
to bust 1402, a strong bipartisan meas-
ure.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

This amendment is leading by exam-
ple.

Now right now dairy products, the
amount that we export into inter-
national markets of dairy products,
represents about only 2 percent of the
dairy product we produce. So it is not
a big item, Mr. Chairman, but it is an
example.

Now go to soybeans, for example, and
one out of every two rows of soybeans
grown in the State of Minnesota ulti-
mately winds up in export markets.

As my colleagues know, the funda-
mental fact about agriculture in Amer-
ica today is that we cannot eat all that
we can grow. If we do not have export
markets, do my colleagues know what
happens? Prices drop like a rock. The
biggest reason that we have a farm cri-
sis in America today is that we have
lost $11 billion worth of exports. That
is $11 billion that has come right out of
the pockets of our farmers whether
they produce milk or whether they
produce pigs or whether they just grow
corn or beans, whatever they grow. We
have to export if we are going to have
a strong agricultural economy.

Now several years ago, the Reverend
Jesse Jackson said something that I
think is very important, and it really
underscores what the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) just said. He said,
‘‘If you want to change the world, you
got to first change your neighborhood,
and if you can’t change your neighbor-
hood, at least be a good example.’’

This is an amendment about being a
good example. If we are going to lead
the world in exports, if we are going to
get back that $11 billion of lost export
markets, at least let us be a good ex-
ample.

This is an important amendment, Mr.
Chairman. I hope my colleagues will
join me in supporting it.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

The more I listen, the less I learn.
There are things being said here on the
floor today with respect to this amend-
ment that I think draws two conclu-
sions:

Number one, that somehow a Federal
order system for milk is an improper
and illegal restraint of trade. In fact,
my colleagues, Mr. Chairman, that is
an issue that has been well adju-
dicated. It was an issue that was exten-
sively discussed during the last trade
negotiations under GATT. It was an
issue that was determined in the trade
negotiations under GATT that Federal
orders have no effect on trade. So, Mr.
Chairman, that is not the core issue
here.

The second assumption or the second
claim that is being made is that some-
thing in H.R. 1402 or something in the
current law and current dairy policy
restricts any farmer from exporting in
America today. That is totally false. It
is totally incorrect. If my friends in
Wisconsin want to export, go ahead,
they can do that. The current world
price for milk is about $9 a hundred-
weight. I do not think many farmers in
America, be they in Wisconsin or any
other part of the country, would want
to export into that kind of market be-
cause it would be unaffordable, it
would cause even wider bankruptcies.
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What we have here is a difference of

not what should be done, but who
should benefit. Every single Member
who is in support of this amendment
today voted earlier to try to impose
and to keep a system that preserves
the market order structure. What it
does not do in their mind is direct
enough money to them.

So I think we have to keep reality in
focus here, Mr. Chairman. We need to
explore trade opportunities. There is
nothing in H.R. 1402 that would pro-
hibit that. There is nothing in the Fed-
eral order system that in any way pre-
cludes that. It is common sense; it is
constitutional; and it is something
that has been discussed time and time
again.

So when we go to the floor and vote
on this amendment, I hope we keep re-
ality in mind because it is rather im-
portant.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

As my colleagues know, it is really
interesting, the statement was just
made by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MCHUGH) that nothing is to stop
the people in the Midwest from export-
ing. Well, it is interesting because, if
the dairy farmers try to export their
product to the northeast dairy com-
pact, they have to pay a special tax on
it. I cannot think of anything that is
more trade distorting than that. And
let me finish, and, if I have time, I will
be glad to yield on that, but that is
what this is about.

This is about regionalism in this
country. It is also about fairness. It is
also about the ability of this body to
come together and to come up with a
fair solution, and we had something
several years ago when nobody could
determine in this body how to close
down the military bases, so the Mili-
tary Base Commission was established
in order to do the right thing for Amer-
ica. The Members of Congress said let
us appoint somebody, an independent
panel, to do an evaluation as to deter-
mine exactly what is the best thing to
do, and that is exactly how that com-
mission works.

Well, Mr. Chairman, in the Freedom
to Farm Act that took place in this
body several years ago, this body voted
to allow the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to come up with a solution to
the socialism that has been going on in
this country since 1937, and they did.
They came up with a final rule, and the
very people who embodied the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture now say:

‘‘Whoa, we don’t like the solution
that we gave you the authority to
come up with; so now therefore we’re
going to come back into this body
again and impose regional socialism on
this country.’’

Mr. Chairman, that is outrageous. It
is outrageous for farmers from one part
of this country to send their products
to another part of this country and end

up paying the equivalent of a tariff or
a duty. It is outrageous when farmers
in this country, based upon their geo-
graphic location to Eau Claire, Wis-
consin, that determines the price they
get for their milk. That is pure insan-
ity. That does not make sense, Mr.
Chairman. There is not anything, any-
thing in the laws of this country, that
give any justification to having that
type of a system.

Mr. Chairman, our amendment sim-
ply tries to make this unfair system a
little bit more fairer under the cir-
cumstances.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, my
friend, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO), number one, he will
be delighted to hear, and apparently he
was not on the floor earlier when I
noted that H.R. 1402, as the modified
one, B, also does, no longer uses Eau
Claire, Wisconsin, as its basing point in
determining class I differentials; so, we
have taken care of that for him.

Number two, New York is not part of
the northeast dairy compact, but the
gentleman’s statement that farmers
have to pay a tax is absolutely incor-
rect. Any farmer can ship into the
northeast, as my farmers do. What it
does require, that farmer receives the
same equitable prices as every other
member.
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
a few points, if I could, about trade pol-
icy since the trade policy and sub-
sidization of our domestic producers
and domestic producers in other coun-
tries has been brought up.

All of the subsidies, supports or
whatever we may call them, fit within
the trade laws. There is a process by
which if that is questioned that can be
adjudicated; but I would just say and
remind people what I said in my open-
ing statement, the European Union
spends eight times as much in domestic
support for their farmers as the United
States does. It spends 16 times as much
in export subsidies as does the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, our farmers can com-
pete with any farmers in the world, but
our farmers should not be forced to
compete with other governments. I will
be with my friend from Wisconsin and
others when we begin to lead the fight
worldwide to reduce subsidization and
supports; but the idea that we should
set an example and unilaterally disarm
the American farmer, I think, is a ludi-
crous statement.

I will be with everyone else when we
do this worldwide, but I will be the last
to suggest that we start it in this coun-
try when all other countries are still
doing it at many levels above what we
are doing it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO) will be postponed.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order:

Amendment No. 4, printed in part B,
offered by Mr. GUTKNECHT of Min-
nesota; Amendment No. 6, printed in
part B, offered by Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin; and Amendment No. 7, printed
in part B, offered by Mr. MANZULLO of
Illinois.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. GUTKNECHT

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on Amendment No. 4 of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 112, noes 313,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 432]

AYES—112

Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Calvert
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Conyers
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Delahunt
DeMint
Dixon
Dooley
Dreier
Ehlers
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)

Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Linder
Lipinski
Luther
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Regula
Rogan
Rohrabacher



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8513September 22, 1999
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky

Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Smith (WA)
Souder
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo

Terry
Thune
Tierney
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—313

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson

Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
King (NY)
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)

Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)

Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp

Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Coble
Diaz-Balart
Dickey

Fowler
Herger
Istook

Moore
Scarborough

b 1609

Messrs. SMITH of Texas, WYNN, and
BATEMAN changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas and Messrs. KINGSTON,
HEFLEY, and ROTHMAN changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO

TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 294, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
each additional amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. RYAN OF
WISCONSIN

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on Amendment No. 6 of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 109, noes 318,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 433]

AYES—109

Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell

Carson
Chabot
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Delahunt
DeMint
Dixon
Dooley
Dreier
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)

Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hyde
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur

Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
McIntosh
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge

Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo

Salmon
Sanchez
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Souder
Stupak
Tancredo
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—318

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch

Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)

Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
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Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood

Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry

Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Coble
Dickey

Fowler
Istook

Scarborough
Tauzin

b 1619

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The pending business is
the demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 113, noes 315,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 434]

AYES—113

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeMint
Dixon

Dooley
Dreier
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hefley
Herger
Hostettler
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent

Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Matsui
McDermott
McInnis
McIntosh
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne

Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)

Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Souder
Stupak

Sununu
Tancredo
Tauscher
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Toomey
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—315

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers

Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson

Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer

Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm

Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter

Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Coble
Dickey

Fowler
Isakson

Scarborough

b 1627

Mr. BECERRA changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is

now in order to consider amendment
No. 8 printed in Part B of House Report
106–324.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. BOEHNER

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part B amendment No. 8 offered by Mr.
BOEHNER:

Strike sections 1 and 2 and insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SECTION 1. TERMINATION OF MILK MARKETING

ORDERS ON JANUARY 1, 2001.
(a) TERMINATION.—Effective January 1,

2001, section 8c of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), reenacted with
amendments by the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, is amended by strik-
ing paragraphs (5) and (18) relating to milk
and its products. On that date, the Secretary
of Agriculture shall terminate all existing
Federal milk marketing orders issued under
such section.

(b) PROHIBITION ON SUBSEQUENT ORDERS RE-
GARDING MILK.—Section 8c(2) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(2)), reen-
acted with amendments by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Milk, fruits’’ and inserting
‘‘Fruits’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘milk,’’ after ‘‘honey,’’ in
subparagraph (B).

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
2(3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7
U.S.C. 602(3)), reenacted with amendments by
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, is amended by striking ‘‘, other than
milk and its products,’’.

(2) Section 8c of such Act (7 U.S.C. 608c) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘, other
than milk and its products,’’;

(B) in paragraph (7)(B), by striking ‘‘(ex-
cept for milk and cream to be sold for con-
sumption in fluid form)’’;

(C) in paragraph (11)(B), by striking ‘‘Ex-
cept in the case of milk and its products, or-
ders’’ and inserting ‘‘Orders’’;

(D) in paragraph (13)(A), by striking ‘‘, ex-
cept to a retailer in his capacity as a retailer
of milk and its products’’; and
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(E) in paragraph (17), by striking the sec-

ond proviso, which relates to milk orders.
(3) Section 8d(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C.

608d(2)) is amended by striking the second
sentence, which relates to information from
milk handlers.

(4) Section 10(b)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C.
610(b)) is amended—

(A) by striking clause (i);
(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; and
(C) in clause (i) (as so redesignated), by

striking ‘‘other commodity’’ in the first sen-
tence and inserting ‘‘commodity’’.

(5) Section 11 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 611) is
amended by striking ‘‘and milk, and its prod-
ucts,’’.

(6) Section 715 of the Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1994 (Public Law 103–111; 107 Stat. 1079;
7 U.S.C. 608d note), is amended by striking
the third proviso, which relates to informa-
tion from milk handlers.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (b) and (c) shall take ef-
fect on January 1, 2001.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 294, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and a
Member opposed each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

b 1630

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) be allowed
to control 15 minutes of the pro-
ponent’s time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I think everybody

knows, when one lets milk sit around
too long, it spoils, and it goes bad. It
really is not any different for U.S.
dairy policy that, after 62 years of a
federally government-imposed mar-
keting system for dairy in America,
that maybe it is time to take a very se-
rious look at it.

Today we have had a very healthy de-
bate about dairy policy, and I am sure
some of our colleagues are tired of
hearing about this policy. But I think
we now get to the core, the real debate
about what ought to happen in the fu-
ture.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and I have an amendment that
says very simply that we ought to
eliminate the milk market order sys-
tem for dairy farmers in America.

We all know that, over the last 5
years, the last 10 years, the last 20
years, probably over the last 20, half of
the dairy farms in America have gone
out of business. Mr. Chairman, there is
only one constant, only one constant
that has been out there over those last
20 years as dairy farmers have gone out
of business, and that is a federally
mandated milk market order system.

Yes, it is the Federal Government
that has controlled prices, not allowed
dairy farmers to succeed, and literally

pushed small farmers right out of the
market. Until we get out of the way
and let the market begin to set prices,
fair prices for all farmers, regardless of
where they are in America, I think
until we do that, we are making a big
mistake.

Today on the floor, we talked about
the 34 marketing orders that are going
to 11 marketing orders. Members prob-
ably heard about four different classes
of milk depending upon how it is used.
Why would the Federal Government
want to decide how many different
classes of milk that we have?

My colleagues have heard about four
separate pricing schemes that we have
for milk in our country. They have
heard about differentials, the fact that
we price milk based on how far it is
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin. What a bi-
zarre notion, in 1999, that the Federal
Government in Washington, D.C.
knows how to price milk for a farmer
in Vermont or a farmer in Idaho. Why
would we not let the market determine
it?

We have also heard today about the
USDA bureaucracy. Think of how
many thousands of employees we have
sitting right down the street deter-
mining how these prices should work,
how these pricing schemes should
work, and how it should be ‘‘fair’’ for
all dairy farmers.

My colleagues have heard about pool-
ing, pooling different prices from
around the country so that we can de-
termine what the fair price to the
dairy farmer is. They have heard about
forward contracting. We wanted to ac-
tually give farmers the ability to go
out and contract on their own, if they
wanted to. Why cannot we allow farm-
ers to do it? But, no, the House said no
and did not vote that way.

We have heard about the mailbox
price for milk as compared with the
federal milk market order blend price.
Now, when we start to look at the com-
plexity of the milk marketing order
system, I point all of my colleagues to
this chart, this chart that says how we
price milk in America. This is how we
do it: from the laws that we pass here
to the bureaucracy at the USDA to the
different marketing orders and the
pooling and every month that we have
to determine what is the fair price for
our farmers.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
persons in the gallery are here as
guests of the Chamber. Quiet is re-
quested.

Mr. BOEHNER. So why do we have
all of this, Mr. Chairman? We have this
because, in 1937, in the midst of the De-
pression, we had a serious problem af-
fecting dairy farmers. The Federal
Government decided on an emergency
basis we were going to set up this pro-
gram to try to ensure that we kept
dairy farmers on the farm and we were
able to get fresh milk to the market-
place.

Now, that was 1937. This is 1999.
Interstate highways, refrigerated

trucks. My goodness, we have come a
long way. I think it is time for all of us
to take a big view of what has hap-
pened today, get out of the minutia of
whether it is 1–A or 1–B, because either
way, it is not going to make a dime’s
worth of difference to any dairy farm-
er. Then look at what we really can do
to help the family farmer in America.

What we can do to help that family
farmer is to get rid of this, get rid of
this convoluted 62-year-old program
that has failed the farmer and has
failed our consumers in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does a
Member wish to claim the time in op-
position to the amendment?

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
claim the time in opposition, and I ask
unanimous consent that, in my ab-
sence, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
COMBEST) be permitted to control the
time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, we just saw a chart on

how we price milk. What we did not see
is a chart on why we price milk, why
that has been seen as an important and
significant role of both the Federal
Government and for the health of the
country for the last several years.

Market orders ensure a fresh local
supply of milk. This is a perishable
product, unlike most other products on
the farm. I was raised on a dairy farm.
I still live on a small farm. Most of the
things on the farm one can have some
control over. One can put them in an
elevator. One can leave them on pas-
ture a little longer. One cannot do that
with what happens every day at the
dairy barn. That has a very short life.

It is a hard product to recreate. If
one sees people going out of the dairy
business, one seldom sees them go back
in. Once there are not local dairies, it
is pretty hard to imagine there will
ever be local production of that prod-
uct again.

The 2 or 3 days of transportation does
matter. In terms of what farmers
would like to see, they just had the op-
tion of voting on a plan that I am con-
vinced they did not like, 1–B or no mar-
ket order at all; and they clearly said
they did not want market orders.

The letters we received from farmers,
the various articles that Members have
seen on this issue indicated that many
people voted for an option they did not
like because the option that they
thought absolutely would not work if
one is a family farmer, if one is a dairy
farmer, was the option of having no
marketing system for milk in this
country.

So I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, and I have a number of my col-
leagues who want to speak in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HOUGHTON).
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Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, this

is, to my infinite wisdom, parochial as
it may be, not a complicated issue. I
used to be in business. I produced the
product. The laws of supply and de-
mand worked. We abided by them. We
did not want to have any government
inference, no marketing orders, no any-
thing. It had worked.

This is different. The laws of supply
and demand simply do not work in this
business. It has been proven over and
over again. That is number one.

Number two, if one tries to sell some-
thing and one’s customer does not
want it, it is not a very good deal. As
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
BLUNT) was saying, 96 percent of the
farmers voted against eliminating mar-
keting orders. To me, that is a very
clear message.

So we can sit here; we can intellectu-
alize what is best for the American
family and what is best in terms of
food supply. If the customers do not
want it, we should not try to sell it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask Members
of the House, when is the last time
they have seen the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin agree on anything? It
has been a long time.

The reason we are here is because of
Old Bossy. Old Bossy is a Holstein cow.
Now, if one is Farmer Jones, and one
milks Old Bossy in Oklahoma, the Gov-
ernment says one gets a bonus of $1.40
for every hundred pounds of milk one
can get from Old Bossy in comparison
to what one would get if one milks that
same Old Bossy in the State of Illinois.

Now, if my colleagues can convince
me that that makes sense, I would
nominate them for the Pulitzer Prize
in any field they want to name. I would
nominate them for the Nobel Prize or
any other prize they want. But I do not
think they can convince me. I do not
think they can convince the members
of the press. I do not think they can
convince farmers. And I do not think
they can convince the general public
that that system makes very much
sense.

Now, the market does not dictate
that difference in price; the law does.
That is what makes it even crazier.
Welcome back, Henry Wallace. Things
have not changed since 1937, except for
1985, when this whole system got even
crazier. Because in 1985, a fellow by the
name of Tony Coelho, my good friend
and colleague, came to this floor; and
he decided that those bonuses were not
big enough. He was going to make
them even bigger. So he did.

Now, we could have lived, I guess,
with the original differentials, as bad
as they were, because they were at
least determined by agricultural
economists who were trying to balance
the needs of all regions fairly. But in
1985 that system was changed, and it
was switched to a straight decision
based on raw political power.

Now, 3 years later, Steve Gunderson,
then Chair of the dairy subcommittee,

tried to get reform pushed through. He
was told by the leadership of this
House, Sorry, you cannot have a legis-
lative remedy. All we are going to do is
give you an opportunity for an admin-
istrative remedy. Let the USDA decide
what is fair. So we said okay.

That is what USDA did. They
brought forth modest, and I mean mod-
est, reforms. Now what has happened,
the very folks who said we could not
have a legislative remedy are now say-
ing, oh, gee whiz, we do not like what
the administrative remedy was. So we
are going to overturn it through this
legislation.

That is why my colleagues have the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and I united today. Because I for one
have concluded that, while I prefer sup-
ply management, dairy is the only in-
dustry in the world I know of where
one does not cut back supply in order
to meet demand. But if one cannot get
supply management, then one ought to
have a reasonable government program
that dictates how this is handled.

But we do not have a reasonable gov-
ernment program. We have a totally
arbitrary program based on how many
votes one can get on this floor, not
based on the legitimate economic
needs of every farmer in the country
regardless of where they come from.

That is why I have reluctantly con-
cluded, if we cannot get a square deal
out of this Congress, then let us not
have any deal at all. Let the market
deal it. Then at least we will not have
politicians to blame for the ridiculous
situation you have across this country
when it comes to dairy prices. That is
why I support this amendment. I urge
my colleagues to support it along with
us.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that
what we need is strong supply manage-
ment, and I am a strong advocate of a
two-tier supply management system. I
also agree with the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that the current
system is far from perfect. But I
strongly disagree with him in saying
that we have got to junk the whole sys-
tem because what we have now is not
perfect.

The fact of the matter is that, just
last month, dairy farmers all over this
country had the option of essentially
voting for the Boehner-Obey point of
view. They had the option of saying,
well, the current system is not perfect.
They had the option of voting for 1–B,
which, in my view, is strongly flawed,
or letting the current system expire
and have nothing. But farmers who
knew that the current system is not
perfect said overwhelmingly by 96 per-
cent that we need to have federal milk
price supports, and that is what they
voted for.
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Mr. Chairman, there is no question in

my mind, none whatsoever, that at a
time when all over this country, in
Wisconsin, in Vermont, in the Midwest,
all over, when family farmers are going
out of business, when today family
farmers are receiving, in terms of infla-
tion accounted for dollars, much, much
less than they received 15 or 20 years
ago, when they are struggling just to
keep their heads above water, there is
no doubt in my mind that if we ap-
proved this measure and did away with
all price supports that what we would
see is a rapid acceleration in the de-
cline of family farms all over this
country, especially the small farms.

Mr. Chairman, during the last 6 years
alone, we have seen a decline to the
tune of 26 percent of dairy farms in this
country. And what we are also seeing is
that while the small farms go under, in
terrible numbers, in Vermont, in Wis-
consin, all over this country, that the
larger farms are becoming larger and
gaining a greater share of the market.
For example, in 1978, farms with 50
cows or less produced 40 percent of the
milk supply. By 1997, that same size
farm produced only 12 percent of the
milk in our country. And the trend is
very clear: Fewer and fewer large farms
produce more and more of the milk,
while small farms are rapidly going out
of business.

If the Boehner-Obey amendment were
to pass, this process would rapidly ac-
celerate, and I will tell my colleagues
what this country will look like in 20
years. What we will have, literally, is a
handful of giant agri-business corpora-
tions controlling the production and
distribution of dairy products all over
this country. And that would be a dis-
aster not only for rural America and
the economies of rural America, that
would be a disaster not only for the en-
vironment and keeping our land green,
it would be a disaster for consumers as
well.

I have, I believe, one of the strongest
pro-consumer voting records in the
House of Representatives, and I will
challenge anyone who thinks that the
consumer benefits when a handful of
giant corporations will control the pro-
duction and distribution of dairy prod-
ucts. So if my colleagues are for the
consumer, if they are for the family
farmer, if they are for the environ-
ment, they will vote against this
amendment and vote for final passage.
Let us do what little we can to protect
the family farmer.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I want
to refute two of the points that have
come up. I grew up on a farm in South
Carolina, and we raised tomatoes and
shrimp. Yet we have been told in this
debate so far that milk is different, it
is a perishable product. How many of
my colleagues want to buy spoiled to-
matoes or rotten shrimp? Nobody.

So there are a lot of other goods that
somehow miraculously make their way
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from the farm to the grocery store
without a price-fixing system in place.
I would make that one point.

The second point that I would make
would be if we had a price-fixing sys-
tem on the farm that I grew up on for
shrimp or for tomatoes, would we want
to leave that system in place? Abso-
lutely. But to say that those farmers
who voted for that, those few that hap-
pened to benefit, that that should be
the barometer by which we judge this
amendment, I think, would be a big
mistake.

Lastly, if we are going to go this
route, why do we not adopt the ideas of
pricing software based on its distance
from Redmond, Washington, or the
idea of pricing timber based on its dis-
tance from the Southeast. This does
not make sense. This amendment does.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 seconds to point out that the
USDA requires that milk be off the
farm in one day. That is the case for no
other product, and I am confident, I am
sure it is not the case for either toma-
toes or shrimp.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition
to the amendment and in support of
the underlying bill.

The issue really here is about food
supply and food quality, but it is also
about the quality of life in America.
Farms preserve open space; they pro-
vide living evidence of man’s depend-
ence on the Earth and our responsi-
bility for sound management of our en-
vironment.

In 1996, Congress recognized that we
needed to reform the milk marketing
order system; not that we needed to re-
peal it, but that we needed to reform
it. And, in fact, the Option 1–A, just as
the Option 1–B, was compiled by econo-
mists and professional staff of the
USDA’s agricultural marketing serv-
ice. It takes into account more real-
istically transportation costs for fluid
milk, regional supply and demand
issues, costs of both producing and
marketing milk, and the need to assure
that milk can be produced in all the re-
gions of the United States.

It is simply a fairer option. It is real
reform. The system will be simpler, but
it will be also sensitive to regional
issues. That is why it is in everyone’s
interest to support the 1–A option in
the underlying bill.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Boehner-Obey amendment and in oppo-
sition to H.R. 1402.

I do agree with many supporters of
1402 that we must do everything in our
power to help small farmers who are
suffering. The dairy industry is vitally
important to my home State of New
York, and I would be proud to support
1402 if it represented targeted relief

that would help New York’s small fam-
ily dairy farms. But we should not pre-
serve an antiquated milk pricing sys-
tem that punishes consumers through-
out New York, both upstate and
downstate, while doing little to help
the farmers who need the help most.

Mr. Chairman, most of the debate
today has focused on the impact of this
legislation on farmers, but let us not
forget how this legislation will affect
consumers, including the families in
my district and throughout this coun-
try. According to even the most con-
servative estimates, consumers will
pay at least $200 million more each
year under this bill. Now, I know some
of my colleagues may say that the
price increases brought about by this
bill may be small, but small increases
in price can make a big difference to a
working family struggling to get by, or
to a struggling mother trying to make
ends meet, or to programs such as WIC,
food stamps, and the school lunch pro-
grams which are impacted tremen-
dously by the price of milk.

Mr. Chairman, if we pass H.R. 1402,
we are undoing USDA’s very modest re-
forms and preserving a depression-era
system that benefits no one. Over 300
Members of this body voted for the
Freedom to Farm Bill that was based
on the principle that we should have a
free market for agriculture. But that
bill exempted dairy and, instead, re-
quired USDA to implement the new
milk marketing orders that we are
here discussing today. This bill today
threatens to undo even those modest
reforms.

Rather than preserving this outdated
system, we should continue to move to
a free market for milk that is fair to
both farmers and consumers. I urge my
colleagues to support the Boehner-
Obey amendment and to oppose 1402.

It has been noted that this will result
in an increase of 22 cents a gallon by
the change in the differential. That is a
lot of money to a lot of people, and
that will increase the price of milk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) to continue
speaking up for consumers across this
country. We should not make it harder
on consumers and help big, large farm-
ers.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHERWOOD).

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, milk
was left out of Freedom to Farm for a
reason. Milk is different than wheat,
and it is different than corn. As the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
was talking about milking Bossie, that
has to be done twice or three times a
day 365 days a year. And that milk has
to have a market. And no one dares to
be able to take advantage of that little
producer because they know he has to
sell it right then.

This is a pretty good system that has
been working since 1937, and the legis-
lation here would change it greatly. I
am as free market, free enterprise a

person as there is in this Congress. I
never asked the government for a thing
in my business. Milk is different. Dairy
farming is different. What we need is a
supply of fresh, wholesome milk so
that WIC can have it, so poor families
can have it, so we can all have it.

There is not a better system of milk
distribution in the world than we have
in the United States right now. The
farmers voted to preserve it, it is work-
ing well, and I am in very much opposi-
tion to the amendment of my friend,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the
amendment by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and in oppo-
sition to the underlying bill.

Passage of this bill would undermine
the course that Congress set just 3
years ago towards agriculture reform.
In the 1996 farm bill, Congress made a
commitment to allow the USDA to
make modest reforms to the controver-
sial dairy price program after 3 years
of public hearing process. Now that we
have the final rule on milk marketing
order reforms, people are trying to re-
nege on that original goal of trying to
reform with a simple modest plan.

As far as I am concerned, the pro-
posal is not far enough, and that is the
reason I am supportive of the Boehner-
Obey amendment. It does not matter
whether we are talking about milk, or-
anges, wheat, or sugar. We need to
make our agricultural programs come
into the 21st century and not go back
to the 19th century. We have a real op-
portunity for real dairy reform today
and we are doing a disservice to every-
one if we do not pass this amendment
to go to a free market type of plan.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot open up
markets to our agricultural products
to advocate free trade while we main-
tain the barriers on dairy. I advocate
the support of the Boehner amend-
ment.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. POMBO), the sub-
committee chairman that deals with
these issues.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise today in opposition to
the amendment, not because I do not
think that one day this amendment
will be necessary and will come true,
because I believe the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) is right. I believe
that this is the direction that we will
ultimately end up going with American
dairy.

But the problem that I have with this
amendment at this time is that in 1996,
when we started on the path of deregu-
lating American agriculture, we said
that there had to be a transition pe-
riod, there had to be a period of time
when we went from a heavy-handed,
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government-regulated bureaucracy
that dictated everything that happened
in American agriculture to a time of
free market. And I believe that that
transition is taking place. It has been
sometimes topsy-turvy, sometimes
very difficult, but it is happening.

It is happening much slower than
some people would like to see, includ-
ing a dairyman that I just had lunch
with not too long ago from my district.
He told me that he knows that one day
we will have an unregulated dairy
economy, that we will not have the
Federal Government setting prices. He
said he knows that one day that is
going to happen and that he looks for-
ward to that day happening. But what
will happen if this amendment passes
today is that it would send the dairy
economy into chaos immediately. And,
unfortunately, we just cannot handle
that right now.

I support what the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) is trying to do in
the aspect that the Federal Govern-
ment should not be involved with how
many cows somebody milks, how many
pounds of milk they produce, and
where they sell that. I do not want
dairymen having to come back to
Washington, D.C. to ask us for some-
thing, for some change on dairy policy.
It should not happen. But we need an
orderly transition to be able to go from
this government-run bureaucracy that
was handed to us before we pass a farm
bill to a free market economy.
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That transition is going to take
place.

Now, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER) held up a poster that had
policies in place for going from the
Congress to the cow and everything
that had to happen in order for those
prices to be set. That is the exact rea-
son why this amendment cannot pass
today.

So much dependency has grown up
around that system that it is going to
take some time to unwind all of that,
and it is going to take some time to
create a system that the American
dairy farmers can understand and use,
and eventually we will do that.

I would also like to say we have
heard a lot of reasons why this amend-
ment is not good, and a lot of those
reasons are no longer relevant today.

American dairy farmers are the most
efficient dairy farmers in the world. We
have the most efficient delivery system
of anywhere in the world, and we have
the ability to compete with any dairy
farmers in the world.

But in doing so, we need to take the
time that is necessary to transition
away from the dependency that has
grown up around a bureaucratic gov-
ernment program to the free market.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment today. I pledge to my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), to continue to work with
him to see that his vision one day
comes true.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Boehner-Obey amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues can
see from this chart, eliminating milk
market orders, which is what the
Boehner-Obey amendment would do,
would save approximately $80 million
every year.

The current, yet antiquated, milk
marketing system, which would in es-
sence remain in place under 1402, gives
dairy farmers more money the farther
away they are from Eau Claire, Wis-
consin. This was a wise policy back in
the 1930s because there were not refrig-
erated vehicles and there were no
interstate transportation systems to
ensure that all areas of the country re-
ceived an adequate supply of milk.

In the 1930s, it was proper to provide
incentives to farmers to milk in tradi-
tionally nondairy areas. But as we ap-
proach the new millennium, taxpayers
should no longer prop up an unfair sys-
tem that compensates farmers depend-
ing on where they live. It is wasteful
and it makes no sense to taxpayers and
consumers.

Now, let us be clear. Under H.R. 1402,
more taxes would be needed to keep
very important nutrition programs
from having to cut needy families off
their rolls. Take the WIC program for
example. The Consumer Federation of
America estimates that under 1402, un-
less additional taxes are provided, 3,700
women, infants and children could be
kicked off the WIC rolls every year and
more federal dollars would be needed to
keep the food stamp program, the
school lunch and breakfast program,
and nutrition programs for the elderly
at their current assistance levels.

Mr. Chairman, why should consumers
and taxpayers subsidize dairy farmers
based solely on where they milk their
cows?

I urge support of the Boehner-Obey
amendment.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, we have been here all
day debating this issue, and we have
heard arguments on both sides and re-
curring arguments on both sides.

A minute ago I heard a colleague
mention that what this amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will do is reaf-
firm a commitment made in 1996 by
this Congress that would allow for the
Department of Agriculture to modestly
adjust the milk marketing orders and
reflect more readily the marketplace.
We refuted that a couple of hours ago
when we pointed out that it is not a
modest adjustment when we are going
to cost dairy farmers in excess of $2
million to $400 million annually.

We have seen evidence presented
throughout the last several years to
the United States Department of Agri-
culture and input from all experts
within the dairy community that said
very clearly that Option 1–A was the
option that we ought to pursue. Yet
here we are with our final amendment
before what I hope is final passage, and
the Boehner-Obey amendment really
operates under the premise that the
milk marketing order system is an out-
dated system that does not reflect the
marketplace at all, and we know that
simply is not true as well.

To establish the prices that are used,
the Department of Agriculture surveys
the wholesale market prices of milk
and milk products such as cheese and
translates those prices into a fair mar-
ket-based price for raw milk sold at the
farm level.

We have heard throughout the day
the discussions about why we need to
do this with milk and why it is impor-
tant, and I find it ironic that many of
the same Members who are going to
stand and speak and indeed vote for
this amendment are the same folks
who earlier today were trumpeting the
results of the August daily referendum,
were 95 percent of dairy farmers said
they supported this system.

I urge my colleagues to support this
safety net. I urge my colleagues one
more time in the next vote to defeat an
amendment that is intended to gut
1402.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI).

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague from Ohio for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Chairman, the managers of well-
run businesses periodically survey
their operations. They take a hard look
at everything they are doing and they
ask a simple question, and that is: If
we were not already doing this, would
we start it up today? If not, it should
probably be stopped.

Well, let us apply that same approach
to the dairy program. If we were not al-
ready running this program today,
would we even consider starting any-
thing remotely like it? Would any sane
person start a dairy program like the
one we have today? If the answer is, no,
and I believe it is at least, heck, no,
then common sense tells us we should
stop it.

To my colleagues who profess a belief
in market economics, this is a test.
Please vote their principles and sup-
port this amendment. To my col-
leagues who represent urban con-
sumers, this is also a test. Please vote
their constituents’ clear interest, not
some special interest, and support this
amendment. To my colleagues who rep-
resent dairy farmers outside the Mid-
west, do not fear the free market.
There were dairy farmers in all regions
before the dairy program began, and
there will be efficient dairy farmers in
all regions after we end it. There will
always be an advantage in proximity to
local markets for fresh milk.
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It is way past time for all of us to

unite and cast off this horrible relic. I
urge all my colleagues to support the
amendment of the gentlemen.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, could
the Chair tell us the remaining time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) has 14–3⁄4
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) has 7 minutes
remaining. And the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 6 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI).

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, to restate the issues
that have been before us all day is that
the issue of the 1–A, 1–B option before
us is a developmental plan that was
put forward by the Department of Agri-
culture and gone across the country in
11 different regions in trying to elicit
and get support and get materials pre-
sented in regards to those options.

Those options are not going to cost
consumers any more money than al-
ready is into the system now. The
money that is being purported in terms
of coming from different departments
is money that is already going to the
dairy farmers right now.

What is on issue now is that the 1–B
option in the elimination of this mar-
keting program will take away $200
million from dairy farmers. It will take
this money from the dairy farmers, and
it will revert back to the industries or
to wherever; but it is not going to be
benefiting to the dairy farmers.

The formula is based on use. It is
based on a weight between those uses
of whether it is milk or ice cream or
butter or cheese, and then they factor
into a distance the further they are
away from the market for transpor-
tation costs. And those issues have all
been articulated.

The Department designed the options
that we have before us; and in doing so,
when we passed the reforms and seeing
the impact of the reforms on our farm-
ers, we only need to look at the billions
of dollars that we are spending in agri-
cultural assistance each year for the
last 2 years to recognize that the free-
dom to farm has not been the success
that many wanted it to be and the ex-
emption of milk in that freedom to
farm may have been a blessing in dis-
guise and allows for more cooperation
and more time and thoughtfulness to
develop a system which maintains a
floor for the dairy farmers, at the same
time giving them the tools to be able
to be successful in a more market-ori-
ented economy, which 1–A would allow,
which was designed by the Department.

The Department was not charged to
reduce the farm income by $200 million
to dairy farmers and what was going to
dairy farmers. It was asked to reform
it and to make it more market ori-
ented, which 1–A would do.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman

from California (Mr. POMBO) be able to
manage the time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Wisconsin for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I, quite frankly, am
flabbergasted to understand where this
$200 million lost figure comes from be-
cause it just belies the facts.

In fact, USDA released an analysis
over the past year what the basic for-
mula price, what the producers would
get through class I differentials under
the reform proposals that they have
announced and which will take effect
on October 1.

Virtually every region in the country
under the more free market-oriented
pricing system actually sees more in-
come in their pockets rather than less.

The Boston region, 38 cents per hun-
dred-weight; Des Moines, $1.22 more;
New York 23 cents more; Philadelphia,
they lost 2 cents this past year; St.
Louis, 96 cents more; El Paso, 27; At-
lanta, 69; Seattle, 42; Kansas City, 85;
Cleveland, 87; Tampa, $1.19 more; Lou-
isville, 71; Boise, 82; Minneapolis, $1.27.

In fact, the figures just released for
the month of October this year, the
first month when the reform takes ef-
fect, shows that on a national average
the producers get 57 cents more per
hundred-weight class I than they would
under the 1402.

So the issue is simple. We can vote
for passage of 1402 and by doing so we
would be taking money out of, rather
than putting more money into, the
pockets of the producers over this past
year and for the month of October.

Now, I commend my colleagues who
are in support of 1402 for their desire to
help the small family farmers. But if
there has been one common denomi-
nator in this entire debate regardless
of the region is that we can all stipu-
late that our family farm earnings
have been suffering badly and they
have been suffering for some time
under the current system. But I submit
that the continuation of the status quo
with the government-set price differen-
tials only encourages large corporate
farms to produce for the mailbox and
the Government check, rather than for
basic economic principles of supply and
demand.

Look at the increase of large cor-
porate farms in these regions that see
a higher price differential. They in
turn put the squeeze on the small fam-
ily farmers. So if we want to help the
family farmers, let us support this
amendment; let us have some con-
fidence that they can compete under
the principles of supply and demand,
that we do believe in the marketplace,

and that we are not going to create
these artificial price systems which
will only encourage the larger oper-
ations to go into that because of the
price differentials and ultimately hurt
our small family farmers.

That is the direction that we should
be going in, and that is why I support
the Boehner-Obey amendment and
would ask my colleagues to vote no on
final passage.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
represent five of the eight top dairy
counties in the State of Illinois; and
they are losing 10 to 15 percent of the
dairy farmers each year.

If we are to sit around and wait for
all these reforms to take place that the
gentleman from California (Mr. POMBO)
talks about over a period of time, there
will not be any dairy farmers left in
northern Illinois.

Mr. Chairman, the difference really
is between milk and something like
peaches, for example. The price that
the dairy farmer gets is based upon
how far his production is from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin. The price that the
peach grower gets is not based upon
where his farm is in relation to some-
where in the State of Georgia.

What we are asking for here under
the Boehner amendment is the last op-
portunity for the American dairy farm-
er to participate in the free market
system. The Boehner amendment
would allow that and, hopefully, will
stop the elimination of all the dairy
farmers in the district that I proudly
represent.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) has 6 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has 31⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. POMBO) has 12–3⁄4 minutes
remaining.
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Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to just point out,
which we did earlier today, what this is
about.

This is about the status quo of the
market, and I would like to go through
what the status quo is because a lot of
Members around here do not exactly
know how the price of milk is deter-
mined.

So, under the status quo, let me read
how the price of milk is determined.
There is the basic formula price, and
there is the blended price.

Here is the basic formula price:
The BFP equals, basic formula price,

equals last month’s average price paid
for manufacturing grade milk in Min-
nesota and Wisconsin plus current AA
grade butter times 4.27 plus current
nondry milk price times 8.07 minus
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current dry-buttermilk price times .42
plus current cheddar cheese price times
9.87 plus current grade A butter price
times .238 minus last month’s grade A
butter price times 4.27 plus last
month’s nondry milk price times 8.07
plus last month’s dry-buttermilk price
times .42 minus last month’s cheddar
cheese price times 9.87 plus last
month’s grade A butter price times .238
plus present butterfat minus 3.5 times
current month’s butter price times 1.38
minus last month’s price of manufac-
turing grade milk in Minnesota and
Wisconsin, times .028.

That is the basic formula price.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, would the

gentleman repeat that?
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I will repeat

it to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) after this, Mr. Chairman.

The blend formula price now takes
that basic formula price, which I just
mentioned plus .12 times the percent of
milk used for cheese, powder, and but-
ter plus the basic formula price, that
formula I mentioned a second ago, plus
.30 times the percent of milk used for
ice cream and yogurt plus the formula
price, the basic formula price, plus 1.04
plus .15 times the distance from Eau
Claire, Wisconsin, divided by a hun-
dred, all times the percent of milk used
for fluid.

That is the current milk pricing sys-
tem. That is the choice my colleagues
are making, to perpetuate that if they
vote for H.R. 1402.

If my colleagues want to scrap this
1937 abomination, Mr. Chairman, they
should vote for the Boehner amend-
ment, vote against 1402.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I just feel like I have
heard Jay Leno’s monolog for about
the fifth time. It was amusing the first
time, but the fact of the matter is what
we are doing here today is going to
have a profound impact on dairy farm-
ing in America.

Talk about turning a deaf ear to the
will of the very people we are trying to
help, Mr. Chairman. In August, we just
had a referendum. Ninety-six percent
of the farmers said they want to con-
tinue milk marketing orders.

Now I know we sometimes cannot re-
sist the temptation to create chaos out
of order, Mr. Chairman, but I would
suggest that if we eliminate the milk
marketing orders, that is exactly what
we would be doing.

I do not want to identify with that
effort. I want to identify with looking
realistically at the plight of dairy
farmers in America, and I must admit
it, being a little bit selfish, I am par-
ticularly concerned with the plight of
dairy farmers in beautiful upstate New
York. They are in crisis. They need

some help, and I want to help. This
amendment would not help, Mr. Chair-
man; 1402 would.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and what I want to try to
explain up here in the 2-minute time
frame that I have is what is happening
with the present amendment by my
good friend from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and the bill that I hope all my col-
leagues will vote for.

If the bill, if the amendment, passes
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), it will have a significant im-
pact on the type of farming over a pe-
riod of years that we have in the
United States. Right now we have a
mix of farming. We have some cor-
porate farms, we have some family
farms, and we have a mix of corporate
family farms. We have some really big
farms that are family farms. We have
mega farms that are corporate farms
that take in tens of thousands, hun-
dreds of thousands of acres whether it
is poultry, dairy, grain; just name it.

Right now though, we have a rel-
atively pretty good mix of small family
farms, big family farms, and pretty big
corporate farms. If we vote for the gen-
tleman from Ohio’s amendment, what
will happen is the shift will go from
family farms, big family farms, to cor-
porate farms, and it will shift from
being all across the United States,
whether one is a dairy farmer in New
York, New England, South Carolina,
California, Oklahoma, Montana, Ohio.
The consolidation of agriculture then
will go to corporate agriculture, and a
consolidation of the dairy industry will
go to the Midwest.

If I could draw just very briefly a
map of the United States? Now, right
now the Midwest is a big producer of
dairy products. We have other dairy re-
gions in the Northeast, the mid-Atlan-
tic States, the Southeast, virtually all
across the country. But with Mr.
BOEHNER’S amendment, the focus of the
dairy industry, the corporate dairy in-
dustry, will be concentrated in the
Midwest.

Now there are several problems with
that, but one of the problems is sup-
pose this is a severe drought in the fu-
ture, a concentration of dairy in the
Midwest, without it in other areas of
the country. If we had a drought, if we
had an increase of pests, if we had an
increase of disease, if we have floods,
we do not have the safety net of the di-
versity of agriculture that we have
right now.

So I will urge my colleagues to vote
against the amendment and vote for
the bill.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding
this time to me.

I would like to just briefly shift our
focus away from the family dairy farm.

If this were merely a debate between
dairy interests, it would not be as bit-
ter as it is, and it would not be as im-
portant as it is.

Make no mistake. It is important be-
cause it affects nearly every aspect of
our economy.

A quick reality check looking out-
side the Beltway. Heard a lot about the
support for 1402 in this House, but when
we go outside this House, and we turn
to beyond the Beltway, the coalition
against 1402 and the pricing scheme, it
has ranged from the National Res-
taurant Association to the Teamsters;
yes, the Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica, Americans for Tax Reform, the
Snack Food Association, the AFL–CIO.

There is very little that could unite
such a group. They are united in their
opposition to 1402 and to this outdated
pricing scheme. They view it as a tax
on milk. It artificially increases the
price of milk to consumers. Not only a
tax, but a regressive tax because it hits
those who can least afford it; and if we
know anything about principles of tax-
ation, we know this regressive tax will
drive down the consumption of milk.

Can we afford that as a Nation? No.
We want to increase consumption of
milk and healthy products.

Finally, this will also hurt many of
our antipoverty programs. The WIC
dollars will not go as far, food stamps
will not buy as much, all caused by
this outdated pricing scheme, the very
pricing scheme that 1402 seeks to reim-
pose.

End this. End the tax on milk. Intro-
duce market forces. Free up dairy
farmers to produce and to compete.
Support the Boehner amendment and
oppose 1402.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me, and I want to respond to
the last speaker for just a moment
when we start talking about this as a
tax. Let me give my colleagues some
mailbox prices. That is what dairymen
have been receiving, average, for the
first 5 months of this year.

Dallas, Texas or Texas order, $14.13;
the current retail price for milk in Dal-
las is $2.50. In Minneapolis, Minnesota,
the mailbox price was $13.52, which is
51 cents less than Texas. But guess
what? The retail price of milk in Min-
nesota as of today is $2.99. In fact, New
York City today, the price of milk,
$2.79. The farmers’ mailbox price,
$14.43.

We can go right down the line on any
of the mailbox prices that are deter-
mined through the Federal milk mar-
ket order system that can be made to
sound very complicated, which it is,
but it accomplishes a very important
goal for the dairy industry in that it
provides a stabilizing way of pricing
milk.

There is no one that can say that
what the price the farmer gets is af-
fecting what the consumer pays to the
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degree that the previous speaker said
it.

As my colleagues know, one of the
things that I have said over and over in
this debate, somehow, some way we
have got to get away from this idea
that only the dairy farmer or the corn
farmer or the cotton farmer or the rice
producer or the peanut producer has to
constantly produce for less in order
that the consumer might pay less when
everyone in between does not do that.
Remember, last December, there was
an article in the Washington Post that
stated their commodities winners and
losers, and the losers were producers
and consumers. And the article there
had to do with cereal, and the price of
cereal went up last December by 9 per-
cent. Why did the cereal prices go up?
Because the cost of advertising and
marketing for the cereal manufactur-
ers went up. Now that means that
somebody’s television contract went
up, and it was judged important
enough for the processors of cereal to
increase their price to the consumer at
the same time we were seeing the low-
est prices to producers of grain since
the Depression.

Now the tone and tenor of the argu-
ment today, and I know the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
have good intentions, I know that they
believe that if we can just eliminate
Federal market orders that the dairy
industry would be better off in their re-
gions or in the country as a whole. And
I assume it is the country as a whole.

But to that argument, let me point
out again dairy farmers in their re-
gions and in every region had a chance
to vote on whether they wanted to
eliminate the Federal milk order last
August, and from 90 to 99 percent of the
dairy producers said, no, a resounding
no, to the Boehner-Obey amendment.
Why did they say that? If they believe
that things are going to be better for
dairy farmers, did they not vote it out
when they had a chance? That is a
question for this body to answer.

Now my colleagues will hear, already
heard, the gentleman from Wisconsin
mentioned a moment ago, that the lat-
est figures, October, show that under
the new pricing system that dairy
farmers are going to get more money.
That is true compared to the old, but it
is irrelevant to whether or not we deal
with 1402 or whether we deal with 1–B.
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It is irrelevant. We are making
changes. In spite of the fact that
speaker after speaker after speaker
said it is a decision or a choice between
status quo, it is not. We said when we
passed the farm bill that we wanted to
reduce the number of orders. We are
going from 31 to 11. When we went from
31 to 11, that meant we had to have an-
other vote so the dairy farmers could
say they agree with what Congress told
USDA to do, and they voted over-
whelmingly, not because they approved
of everything. They have a difference

on 1–A and 1–B, and that is what this is
all about.

While it may be true that under cur-
rent conditions Class I prices will be
higher in the USDA decision than
under the current system, this effect is
the result of changes in the calcula-
tions of manufacturing milk prices
that Class I differentials are added to.

In spite of the fact that we continue
to talk about milk being priced in one
spot, Eau Claire, Wisconsin, that is not
true. I do not know how many times we
have to say, those of my colleagues ar-
guing the other, that that was changed.
We are not keeping the status quo. We
do recognize that this system, the fed-
eral market order system, needed to be
improved and we are doing that,
whether we go 1–A or 1–B.

Mr. Chairman, I hope we will all op-
pose very strongly this amendment and
support 1402. That is what the dairy
farmers of America believe is in the
best interest of their futures. Then I
hope that we can get on with some
more serious type of discussions as to
how we deal with the real problem, the
fact that prices for all agricultural
commodities are too low. That is what
it is all about.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, could I in-
quire how much time is remaining for
all parties.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 31⁄2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) has 2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from California
(Mr. POMBO) has 31⁄4 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON).

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, not to further muddy
the waters but in this last speech by
the distinguished ranking member he
brought up an issue that I do not think
has been talked about enough today
and that is that we have a new way of
establishing the manufacturing price
of milk in the current rule that will go
into effect on October 1.

What a lot of people have not focused
on is in this bill we actually change
what USDA recommended for the new
manufacturing price. We legislate a
make-allowance that was done just in
the committee, and then we ask them
to go back to rulemaking and take an-
other look at the manufacturing price.

One of the reasons that some of us
have argued that this is a better sys-
tem is because it is not just the Class
I differential; it is a combination of
this whole system.

I have here the prices for Class I milk
that are going to be announced by the
Department as determined by the rule
that is going to go into effect October
1 if this Congress does not change that
rule prior to that time.

In every order area, there is an in-
crease in Class I milk over the current
system. So those of my colleagues that
are going to vote for 1402, they ought
to take a look at this because the price
of Class I milk, which is what every-
body is concerned about, and I will
admit that it is based on the new man-
ufacturing price, but what the prices
are going to be in southeastern Flor-
ida, for example, they are going to get
$1.32 more per hundred-weight. All
through this system there is more
money that is going to be available for
farmers. And people ought to look at
this before they vote on 1402.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the remaining time.

Mr. Chairman, the question before us
is very simple. Should the highest cost
producers in this country get a special
bonus from the taxpayers in order to
drive up the overall supply of milk
which drives down the price that all
farmers in the country receive? That is
the issue.

The USDA, in contrast to those of us
who have regional biases, and that is
all of us on this floor, the USDA is sup-
posed to be neutral. What the USDA es-
timates is that if the modest reforms
under Option 1–B had been in effect
last year, over all dairy farmers
throughout the country would be bet-
ter off by 87 cents per hundred-weight
for Class I milk and dairy earnings
would be 15 to 20 cents per hundred-
weight higher. That means a farmer
with 50 cows, each producing 20,000
pounds of milk, would be $1,500 to $2,000
better off with the dairy reform pre-
ferred by USDA.

Dairy farmers nationwide, according
to USDA, would have received $300 mil-
lion in additional income. They are not
going to receive that if this legislation
passes today. Since it appears that it
is, then I would urge Members, as an
alternative, to support the Boehner-
Obey amendment because if Govern-
ment is going to involve itself, it needs
to do so in a fair manner.

It is clear that involvement is not
fair in this instance, and that is why no
involvement is better than unfair in-
volvement.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to close by
saying that I urge my colleagues to
stick to the transition period that we
all approved in the 1996 farm bill. That
is the only fair way to take dairy from
a regulated bureaucratic business into
a free market economy, and I urge op-
position to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that the
amendment that the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and I are offering
comes to the floor today with some
controversy, but I do appreciate all of
my colleagues on the Committee on
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Agriculture that have been here all day
debating this issue, and I really appre-
ciate the fact that we have had a qual-
ity debate on the future of dairy.

Now, I have had all my colleagues
down here though defending the status
quo, do nothing, do not let the USDA
changes go into effect; yet out of the
other side of their mouths they are de-
scribing the plight of dairy farmers in
their region.

Now if the plight of dairy farmers is
so great in their region, why do we not
do something to help them? Why do we
want to come to the floor today and
preserve the status quo? That is why
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) and I have this amendment be-
cause, in fact, today, the co-ops, where
76 percent of the milk in this country
comes from, have taken the place of
the Federal Government.

The co-ops are strong entities who
are well equipped to go out and nego-
tiate on behalf of their members with
processors around the country. Why do
we need a dual system where we have a
government system in place, a co-op
system in place, where the dairy farm-
er himself has no ability on his own to
make decisions for himself?

The amendment we offer today will
in fact help those dairy farmers
achieve real success, because for 62
years we have never given them the
chance to succeed, never given them a
chance to succeed because they can
only sell their milk based on the com-
plicated price scheme that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN)
pointed out earlier.

How can my colleagues defend this
antiquated, Depression-era, Soviet-
style socialism in dairy that traps our
farmers in a system that is never going
to work? The fact is, let us help our
farmers. Let us give them a chance to
succeed by passing the Boehner-Obey
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 124, noes 302,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 435]

AYES—124

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner

Boswell
Brown (FL)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Chabot
Coburn
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)

Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Doggett
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Goodlatte

Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Herger
Hobson
Hostettler
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Lipinski
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo

Markey
Martinez
McDermott
McIntosh
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moran (VA)
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman

Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Souder
Stark
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Terry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Waxman
Weller
Wu

NOES—302

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio

DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer

Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez

Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)

Taylor (NC)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—7

Bono
Coble
Dickey

Fowler
Jefferson
Scarborough

Thomas
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Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. GREENWOOD
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. JACKSON of Illinois, ROTH-
MAN, WAMP, and MENENDEZ, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, and Mr. MEEHAN
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall vote

No. 435, I was unavoidably detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE) having assumed the chair, Mr.
Thornberry, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 1402) to require
the Secretary of Agriculture to imple-
ment the Class I milk price structure
known as Option 1A as part of the im-
plementation of the final rule to con-
solidate Federal milk marketing or-
ders, pursuant to House Resolution 294,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
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Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 285, noes 140,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 436]

AYES—285

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski

Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Larson
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Packard
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen

Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt

Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—140

Archer
Armey
Baldwin
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehner
Boswell
Brown (OH)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Carson
Chabot
Chenoweth
Clay
Conyers
Cox
Crane
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Ehlers
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Frank (MA)
Gallegly
Ganske
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hefley

Herger
Hobson
Hostettler
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McDermott
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moore
Moran (VA)
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ose
Owens
Oxley

Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Souder
Stark
Stupak
Tancredo
Tauscher
Terry
Thune
Tierney
Toomey
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Waxman
Weller
Wu
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Berman
Bono
Coble

Dickey
Ford
Fowler

Jefferson
Scarborough

b 1823

Mrs. MEEK of Florida changed her
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no’’.

Ms. PELOSI changed her vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye’’.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1402, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1402, CON-
SOLIDATION OF MILK MAR-
KETING ORDERS

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, in the en-
grossment of the bill (H.R. 1402), the
Clerk be authorized to correct section
numbers, punctuation, citations, and
cross-references and to make such
other technical and conforming
changes as may be necessary to reflect
the actions of the House in amending
the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE TO FILE SUPPLE-
MENTAL REPORT ON H.R. 2559,
AGRICULTURAL RISK PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 1999

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the Committee
on Agriculture to file a supplemental
report to accompany H.R. 2559, the Ag-
ricultural Risk Protection Act of 1999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1555, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2000

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 1555) to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? The Chair hears
none and, without objection, appoints
the following conferees:

From the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, for consider-
ation of the House bill, and the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:
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Messrs. GOSS, LEWIS of California,

MCCOLLUM, CASTLE, BOEHLERT, BASS,
GIBBONS, LAHOOD, Mrs. WILSON, Mr.
DIXON, Ms. PELOSI, and MESSRS.
BISHOP, SISISKY, CONDIT, ROEMER and
HASTINGS of Florida.

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of defense tac-
tical intelligence and related activi-
ties:

Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP and ANDREWS.
There was no objection.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2506, HEALTH RESEARCH
AND QUALITY ACT OF 1999
Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on

Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–328) on the resolution (H.
Res. 299) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2506) to amend title IX of
the Public Health Service Act to revise
and extend the Agency for Health Care
Policy and Research, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 1501, JUVENILE JUSTICE
REFORM ACT OF 1999
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

privileged motion.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. LOFGREN moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 1501,
be instructed to insist that the committee of
conference recommend a conference sub-
stitute that—

(1) includes a loophole-free system that
assures that no criminals or other prohibited
purchasers (e.g. murderers, rapists, child mo-
lesters, fugitives from justice, undocumented
aliens, stalkers, and batterers) obtain fire-
arms from non-licensed persons and federally
licensed firearms dealers at gun shows;

(2) does not include provisions that weaken
current gun safety law; and

(3) includes provisions that aid in the en-
forcement of current laws against criminals
who use guns (e.g. murderers, rapists, child
molesters, fugitives from justice, stalkers
and batterers).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
clause 7 of rule XX, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, 13 children a day are
being killed by gun violence. Perhaps
we have repeated this statistic so fre-
quently that we do not fully feel it
anymore that these are children, and
that is a shame.

I ask the Members here in this Cham-
ber and listening to this discussion in
their offices, how we can possibly ig-
nore any legislative measure that
could help protect these children?

I ask the Members on all sides of this
issue to agree with me that, whatever

else we do, we agree we shall not pre-
tend we are making children safer at
the same time we are building into our
legislation weasel worded modifiers
and exceptions that make the promised
protections meaningless.

After I gave notice of this motion to
instruct the conferees last night, the
Associated Press was told there was a
compromise being circulated by the
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. I wish to make that A.P. arti-
cle a part of this RECORD.

Since the A.P. article was received in
my office this afternoon, I have asked
the chairman for a copy of his proposal
so I can determine for myself whether
it is, indeed, a compromise I could em-
brace; and I am hopeful that I can get
a copy of the proposal. I have had
members of the press call my office
about this proposed compromise, and I
am all the more concerned that we not
offer some proposal that might have
loopholes.

b 1830
That is why I thought it was nec-

essary to propose this motion to in-
struct.

Since there has been no joint meet-
ing of the conference or staff since
early August, and I have had to read
the AP wire to learn what is going on,
even as a conferee, I ask the Members
of this body to instruct the conference:

One, not to include loopholes that
favor the wrong people getting guns,
those who have been arrested, those
who have restraining orders, and those
who have been adjudicated mentally
ill;

Two, not to weaken current gun safe-
ty laws;

And, three, not to compromise the
ability of law enforcement officers to
find those criminals who use guns in
the crimes that they commit.

First, my colleagues may ask what
loopholes I am worried about. I am
worried we are going to define gun
shows or gun vendors in such a way to
make the Lautenberg gun show provi-
sion ineffective, if not meaningless. I
am worried that we are not going to
define background checks in such a
way as to exclude some persons we
really should be concerned about.

Second, my colleagues may wonder
how we could weaken current gun safe-
ty laws. Would anyone in this chamber
want to permit the interstate shipment
of firearms by mail again? Do we want
to repeal the Lee Harvey Oswald gun
provision?

Third, my colleagues may wonder
what could compromise law enforce-
ment’s ability to fine those criminals
who use guns in the crimes they com-
mit. Well, suppose the records to run
the gun check on the purchaser were
destroyed immediately after the check
was run. And suppose the gun show
vendor did not have to retain the serial
number of the gun? How would law en-
forcement follow the trail to the bad
actor who bought that gun?

There are those in this House who
prefer that we do nothing. The NRA’s

chief lobbyist says, and I quote, ‘‘Noth-
ing is better than anything.’’ That is
what this House did only a few month
ago. The House majority whip made his
position crystal clear when he was
quoted in The Washington Post as say-
ing that killing the gun safety bill was
‘‘a great personal victory.’’ Does the
majority whip really want this House
to do nothing when it comes to the
safety of our children? Does the major-
ity prefer to release its proposal to the
press rather than to the conferees? In
other words, does the majority really
prefer to have a news story rather than
a legislative solution? I hope not, and I
trust not.

I ask my colleagues to support this
motion to instruct as a further guar-
antee that this Congress does some-
thing, that it does something meaning-
ful, that it does something soon, and
that it does it in a bipartisan way, in
the best interests of the mothers and
children of this country.

Mr. Speaker, the Associated Press ar-
ticle I referred to earlier is included for
the RECORD herewith.
HYDE FLOATS COMPROMISE PROPOSAL ON NEW

GUN CONTROLS

(By David Espo)

WASHINGTON (AP).—The chairman of the
House Judiciary Committee is circulating a
proposal designed to break a months-long
deadlock over the sale of weapons at gun
shows, congressional officials said Tuesday
night.

The officials, who spoke on condition of
anonymity, said Rep. Henry Hyde, R–Ill., is
proposing a two-step system of background
checks. Most gun show sales could be cleared
within 24 hours but others could be delayed
for up to three additional business days for
additional investigation.

Republican and Democratic aides said
Hyde’s proposal includes a ban on importing
certain large capacity ammunition clips as
well as a requirement for the sale of safety
devices with handguns.

It also includes a lifetime ban on the pur-
chase of a handgun by anyone convicted of a
gun-related felony as a juvenile. And minors
would be prohibited from possessing assault
weapons.

Separately, GOP aides said any com-
promise juvenile crime bill would likely in-
clude a House-passed provision allowing the
posting of the Ten Commandments in
schools. Supporters claim that would help
promote morality; critics say it is unconsti-
tutional.

Any compromise is also expected to tough-
en prosecution of juvenile gun-related
crimes, and provide additional federal fund-
ing for anti-crime programs.

Hyde has outlined his gun proposal to Rep.
John Conyers of Michigan, the senior Demo-
crat on his committee, as well as to Sen.
Orrin Hatch, R–Utah, chairman of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee. It was not clear if
any senior GOP leaders had yet turned their
attention to the issue.

The gun control issue has been percolating
in congress since last spring, when two stu-
dents invaded their high school in Colorado
and killed 12 fellow students and a teacher
before taking their own lives.

The Senate passed a series of gun control
provisions a few weeks later, but a slightly
different set of proposals died in a House
crossfire when Republicans complained the
measures were too strong and some Demo-
crats griped they were too weak.
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Efforts at a compromise have moved fit-

fully since, and Hyde’s proposal marked an
attempt to find middle ground before law-
makers go home for the year.

The gun show issue is widely regarded as
the hardest to resolve, given close votes in
the House and the Senate.

Under Hyde’s proposal, all gun show pur-
chasers would be subject to a 24-hour check
under the proposal. Those that hadn’t been
cleared by then would be subject to a wait of
up to three additional business days.

Hyde’s proposal defines a gun show as any
gathering of five or more sellers.

The Senate-passed measure would give the
government three days to complete the re-
quired background check. The House meas-
ure that was defeated called for one day, but
extended that to other sales outside gun
shows that now are covered by the three-day
rule.

Current law regarding gun shows requires
background checks only for sales by licensed
dealers.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to in-
form the gentlewoman from California
that we do not have a text of a bill yet,
despite the Associate Press’s somewhat
premature remarks. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and I
have been meeting for many hours with
our staffs, and we are still negotiating,
so any text would be premature. I
would prefer releasing a text when we
have one, a final one.

I rise actually to support the gentle-
woman’s motion, but first I want to
commend the senior Senator from
Utah, who is the chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary and
chairman of the Juvenile Justice Con-
ference. And he has shown tremendous
leadership on this issue and has done
everything in his power to bring the
Senate, the House, and the administra-
tion together and hammer out a pro-
posal that can pass both Houses of Con-
gress and be signed into law. He and his
staff have put politics aside, rolled up
their sleeves and sought a solution.

I also want to thank the Speaker of
the House and the leadership of this
House. I have had their constant sup-
port and cooperation in finding the ap-
propriate balance of juvenile justice,
enforcement, gun safety, and cultural
provisions to respond to the horrific vi-
olence that plagues our society.

And, finally, I want to commend my
colleague from Michigan, the ranking
member of the House Committee on
the Judiciary. I have had the pleasure
of working closely with him over the
last few months to resolve the dif-
ferences in the House over this juvenile
justice provision. It is worth noting
that, after 41⁄2 years, we came to a bi-
partisan agreement on juvenile justice
legislation early this year. Unfortu-
nately, that proposal is now wrapped
up in a larger package of much more
controversial items, including gun
safety measures. I respect the courage

of the gentleman from Michigan to
seek a meaningful resolution to issues
that others would rather exploit than
solve.

Now, the gentlewoman’s motion calls
for background checks at gun shows
without loopholes, no weakening of
current law, and improved enforcement
of current firearms laws. To the gentle-
woman I say, consider me instructed. I
can state unequivocally that I support
each of these goals. Since the tragic
school shooting at Columbine high
school in April, the Committee on the
Judiciary has been holding hearings
and working on legislation to address
the growing culture of youth violence.
And the three goals stated in the gen-
tlewoman’s motion have been our guid-
ing effort. And they were reflected in
the legislation we brought to the House
floor in June, legislation that she and
many of her colleagues, unfortunately,
did not support.

While I support these laudable objec-
tives, I do not support using them as a
Trojan horse for more invidious goals.
I support mandatory background
checks at gun shows without loopholes.
I do not support eliminating gun
shows. I agree we should not weaken
current law. I do not agree that we
should allow for a national registry of
firearms.

But as I rise to support the motion, I
want to make a few points that I think
shed important light on the issues that
the gentlewoman’s motion addresses.
Her motion directs that our conference
report include a loophole-free system
that ensures that no criminals or other
prohibited purchasers obtain firearms
from nonlicensed persons and federally
licensed firearms dealers at gun shows.

Well, I hope the gentlewoman knows
that current law already requires fed-
erally-licensed firearms dealers at gun
shows to perform background checks
prior to the sale of any firearm, and I
trust the gentlewoman knows that
H.R. 2122, the legislation the House
considered on the floor back in June,
that addressed gun shows, would have
required that all vendors at gun shows,
including nonlicensed vendors, perform
background checks prior to the sale of
any firearm.

I assume the gentlewoman knows
that all of the persons on her list of
prohibited purchasers, ‘‘murderers,
rapists, child molesters, fugitives from
justice, undocumented aliens, stalkers
and batterers,’’ are prevented under
current law from lawfully purchasing a
firearm. And does the gentlewoman
know that the list of prohibited pur-
chasers under current law is actually
much longer than her list? All felons,
not just the few she lists, are prohib-
ited purchasers under current law.

Furthermore, an individual does not
even have to be a felon to be prohib-
ited, but merely needs to be under in-
dictment for a felony to be prohibited.
And the list also includes persons that
have been dishonorably discharged, and
persons who have denounced or re-
nounced their U.S. citizenship. That is
all under current law.

Now, I want to say that while I will
vote for this motion, I am concerned
about what the gentlewoman means
when she calls for a loophole-free sys-
tem. If by that she means mandatory
background checks at gun shows prior
to the sale of any firearm, with no ex-
ceptions and no loopholes, then I am
with her all the way. If she means,
however, to define gun shows to in-
clude every private gun transaction
under the sun, then I am not with her.
That would be a gross incursion of the
liberties that law-abiding U.S. citizens
enjoy and would represent an unprece-
dented degree of Big Brother.

And that is why I do not support the
so-called Lautenberg gun show provi-
sion. It goes far beyond requiring man-
datory background checks at gun
shows. Permit me to list a few of its
excesses. Its definition of a gun show is
so broad that it could include a few
family members or neighbors who
gathered together to trade firearms. It
imposed myriad new excessive regula-
tions on gun show organizers, seem-
ingly with the aim of driving them out
of business, including criminal pen-
alties for conduct of persons not within
their control. It required federally li-
censed vendors to do the background
checks for nonlicensed vendors at gun
shows. That is for their competitors.
And it would then impose new regu-
latory burdens on the federally li-
censed vendors, making it more dif-
ficult for them to stay in business.

And get this, it would further allow
Federal ATF agents to search a gun
show promoter or a federally licensed
vendor without reasonable cause and
without a warrant. And, finally, it cre-
ated a new huge gun control bureauc-
racy with vast new authority. Indeed,
the most oft repeated phrase in the
Lautenberg provision is, ‘‘as shall be
required by regulation from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury.’’

This new gun control bureaucracy
would make organizing and partici-
pating in a gun show so onerous and
costly that it appears to have been de-
signed to shut down gun shows alto-
gether. One example is handing to
every participant a copy of title 18’s
gun control regulations and statutes,
plus a copy of the regulations. As such,
it is my considered view that the Lau-
tenberg amendment does not represent
reasonable common ground as we con-
tinue to work toward reasonable gun
control.

What is reasonable gun control? Well,
how about a ban on importing large ca-
pacity ammunition clips; a require-
ment for the sale of safety devices with
handguns; Juvenile Brady, prohibiting
juveniles convicted of a violent offense
from owning a firearm; prohibiting mi-
nors from possessing assault weapons;
and, yes, mandatory background
checks at gun shows before the sale of
any firearm. This is what we propose.

The gentlewoman’s motion also urges
the conferees to, and I quote, ‘‘include
provisions that aid in the enforcement
of current laws against criminals who
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use guns.’’ I hope no one misses the
point that the motion is concerned
about the enforcement of firearms laws
already on the books. Let me say that
I share that concern, because the ad-
ministration has been derelict when it
comes to firearms enforcement.

Consider the following: In 1992, there
were 7,048 Federal prosecutions of Fed-
eral firearms violations. In 1998, there
were only 3,807 such prosecutions. This
is a reduction of nearly one-half. Over
the last 3 years, the total number of
prosecutions of gun criminals has been
pitiful. During that period, there were
only 38 prosecutions of juveniles in pos-
session of a handgun, that is over 3
years, even though juvenile gun vio-
lence is way up. There were only 22
prosecutions for illegally transferring
a handgun to a juvenile. There were
only 17 prosecutions for possession or
discharge of a firearm in a school zone.
And, get this, only one Brady Act vio-
lation or background check prosecu-
tion in 3 years.

Now, some can argue that the num-
bers fail to point out the States are
doing a better job. Well, even if the
States are picking up some of the
slack, it does not diminish the fact
that the Federal Government has been
prosecuting less. And less Federal pros-
ecutions mean less prison time by gun
criminals, because the Federal system
is the toughest in the Nation.

I also wonder if the gentlewoman is
aware that the McCollum amendment
to H.R. 1501, which passed the House in
June, included the armed criminal ap-
prehension program. This program was
precisely designed to, in the words of
the motion, aid in the enforcement of
current laws against criminals who use
guns. The program in the McCollum
amendment required the Justice De-
partment to establish an armed crimi-
nal apprehension program in each U.S.
Attorney’s Office. Under the program,
every U.S. Attorney would designate
one or more Federal prosecutors to
prosecute firearms offenses and coordi-
nate with State and local authorities
for more effective enforcement.

In conclusion, let me say I whole-
heartedly agree that enforcement of
current gun laws has become a na-
tional problem, even a national dis-
grace. I am glad the gentlewoman’s
motion makes the point and calls for
improved enforcement efforts.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the ranking member of the com-
mittee.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I begin
my discussion by commending the gen-
tlewoman from California. This motion
to instruct is right on time. It tries to
put together what the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and I are working
on into a general picture that can lead

to a resolution that will satisfy the
majority of the Members of the House
of Representatives and the American
people.
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Now, if we can accomplish this dif-
ficult goal, I think that we will have a
successful conclusion to a serious prob-
lem that has been neglected for far too
long.

May I also say to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. HYDE) that negotiations
have been in total good faith from the
beginning. It is not out of order for me
to let everybody know that we are
meeting on this even as the motion to
instruct is being resolved here on the
floor; and these meetings will go on as
long, as often, as frequently is nec-
essary if between us and the forces that
we represent we can hammer out a con-
sensus that will lead us to a position
that the majority of the Members of
this House can repair. If that happens,
I will be very personally gratified.

Now, these discussions are in good
faith. They have been productive over
the last 2 months. The possibility of
reaching a bipartisan agreement on
reasonable and commonsense gun safe-
ty legislation is good. It is positive. It
is in that spirit that I join both the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN) and the chairman of the
committee in urging that the motion
to instruct be adopted by as great a
majority as is possible.

It is true that the descriptions of the
compromises that the chairman and I
are working on have been inaccurate
and incomplete. But that is not news
with the press. The media has not been
a party to our meetings. They do not
know what we have been talking about
and what agreements have been
reached. But let me tell my colleagues
what, in my mind, are the kind of
things that we should be looking for if
we are going to resolve the question of
commonsense gun safety legislation.

Would it not be wonderful that there
would be no exemption of a substantial
number of gun shows for events where
guns are sold simply because other
items are sold as well? I think that is
reasonable, and I hope that we will in-
clude this in our thinking on both sides
of the aisle.

Would it not be wonderful if pro-
posals for independent check reg-
istrants that will invite fly-by-night
background checkers who will consum-
mate sales that are difficult to trace
may be impossible, making the en-
forcement of our gun laws against dan-
gerous criminals who use guns even
more unlikely, eliminating sufficient
recordkeeping requirements which
might tempt fraud to enter into this
system?

There should be, in my view, no ex-
clusion of coverage of domestic vio-
lence offenders and mentally disturbed
individuals from the background check
requirement. And hopefully, unconsti-
tutional provisions, the Ten Command-
ments proposal, for example, is some-

thing that probably does not materi-
ally fit into the notion of how we
achieve commonsense gun safety in
America.

So personally, my colleagues, I be-
lieve that these matters are resolvable.
We are still confronted with the goal of
coming to a conclusion and then going
into conference. After all, the meetings
are not going to solve the problem. The
meetings are laying the groundwork
for the conference committee to come
to the agreements that the chairman
and I are struggling toward.

There are over 35,000 gun-related
deaths in the country, and the ease
with which wrongdoers can obtain
semiautomatic weapons and other fire-
arms is a national outrage.

So what we seek is to meet the mod-
est goals established in the Senate-
passed bipartisan gun violence bill. I
will continue to commit to do every-
thing in my power to see that this is
accomplished.

Again, I commend the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the wise
comments of the chairman and ranking
member. I am concerned, however, that
despite all the good will and the com-
ing together about this motion, we met
last on August 3, we gave speeches to
each other as conferees; and now it is
September, midterms are almost here,
and we still have not gotten anything
into law.

So that is a concern, and it is shared
by the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. MCCARTHY).

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY).

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the motion
to instruct the conferees on the Juve-
nile Justice Reform Act.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LOFGREN) and I offer this motion
to help move the conference committee
forward towards approval of effective
juvenile justice legislation that will
help save children’s lives.

I will skip part of my written testi-
mony mainly because of what I have
already heard tonight. I think what is
important to realize is why did we even
start this journey. It all had to do with
the shooting at Columbine.

We know the gun that was used in
that particular shooting was bought at
a gun show. No questions asked. That
is why we are dealing with the gun
show loophole. That is why we are
here. That is what the American people
want us to do.

Our job here is to listen to the Amer-
ican people. Our job here is certainly
not to be on an emotional fever but
certainly to say we are listening and
we are trying to work something out.

But I have to say, people in this
chamber seem to think that we might
be able to get through some sort of a
gun show amendment that is not going
to close the loopholes. The American
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people are watching this. Being some-
what of a newer Member, I have a great
deal of faith in the American people
now knowing when there is a good bill
and there is a bad bill, and they will
judge us on that. And I think that is
the important thing to remember.

Tomorrow, on the steps of this Cap-
itol, the beginning of the yearlong pro-
cedure as far as a million women,
mothers, grandmothers will be starting
so they can be here next Mother’s Day.
They are going to be the ones that are
going across this country saying that
we have to do something.

I say to all of us, let us work to-
gether, let us put a good bill through,
and let us not have the NRA write
something up knowing that they do not
want anything done.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the motion
to instruct the Conferees on the Juvenile Jus-
tice Reform Act. The Gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia and I offer this motion to help move the
Conference Committee forward, toward ap-
proval of effective Juvenile Justice legislation
that will help save children’s lives.

The motion is simple and straightforward. It
contains a 3-part instruction:

(1.) The Juvenile Justice legislation should
include a loophole-free system that assures
that no criminals or other prohibited pur-
chasers obtain firearms from gun shows; (2.)
The Juvenile Justice bill should not include
provisions that weaken current gun safety law;
(3.) The Juvenile Justice legislation should in-
clude provisions that aid in enforcement of
current laws.

I urge all of my colleagues to support the
motion to instruct. I believe it is fundamentally
important that the House overwhelmingly sup-
port this balanced motion because the Amer-
ican people are looking to Congress for lead-
ership. The American people want Congress
to help make our school’s safer.

If we are going to make our schools safer,
we have to address the issue of easy access
to guns. In every one of the tragic school
shootings over the last two years, it was too
simple for children to get a hold of guns. In
Littleton, Colorado, Eric Harris was able to
purchase a TEC–9 used in the Columbine
High School shooting no questions asked at a
gun show. The motion to instruct includes a
provision requesting that the conferees close
the deadly gun show loophole.

The motion to instruct also includes a provi-
sion that states we must NOT weaken current
gun law. Before Members vote on the motion,
I think it is important that we remember why
we are having the debate over juvenile justice.
As my colleagues know, legislation regarding
juvenile justice stalled last year. And the Juve-
nile Justice bill was moving slowly this year
until the shooting at Columbine High School
caused the American people to stand-up and
say that Congress must do something about
kids and guns.

It would be a total disaster if Congress re-
sponds to the recent outbreak of school shoot-
ings by approving a Juvenile Justice bill that
actually weakens our current gun safety laws.
I would warn my colleagues that the American
people will not be fooled by a juvenile justice
bill that responds to the deaths in our schools
with NRA-drafted proposals that do not truly
address the problem of children’s access to
firearms.

We are fighting for children’s lives here.
Congress must approve a bill that truly pro-
tects our kids by keeping guns out of the
hands of juveniles and criminals. I urge my
colleagues to support the motion to instruct
and show the American people that Congress
is listening to their concerns.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, let me add my appreciation to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN) for this motion to instruct.
It is constructive because it says to
those of us who are conferees that, one,
we still have a task to do and this is
how we should do it.

In addition, let me frankly thank the
chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), and the ranking member,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS). It tells us, I say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE)
that we should not believe everything
we read.

I am delighted that there are ongoing
discussions regarding gun safety laws
in America and that, in fact, even
though there are ongoing discussions,
those of us conferees will be included in
those discussions, for we have a great
concern about gun safety but, more im-
portantly, gun violence that needs a re-
sponse.

Needless to say, our Nation leads the
world in firearm deaths. Particularly
as it relates to deaths, the leading
cause of death in 100,000 people are fire-
arms.

We already heard many times before,
particularly this morning as many of
us read, a number of children who have
died from gun violence since Col-
umbine that 13 children die every day
and that firearms are the fourth lead-
ing cause of deaths among children age
5 to 14.

I would like to just simply refer my
colleagues to a series that was done,
‘‘America Under the Gun.’’ I think it is
worth noting some very important fac-
tors here that talk about the number
of killings that we have had, the weap-
ons used, the Uzi semiautomatic, a .40
caliber Glock semiautomatic, a .9 mil-
limeter pistol Glock, a .357 Magnum re-
volver, a Tec DC–9 handgun, .22 Ruger,
a .38 caliber Smith & Wesson revolver.
A number of these that were used to do
a series of killings across this Nation
had an automatic ammunition clip.

At this point in time, Mr. Speaker,
we do not have that provision nailed
down in the conference. But I am glad
that our chairman has indicated, along
with my support and that of the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE) and Senator FEINSTEIN that
we are going to discuss and get into
this bill the prohibition on automatic
clips. This is important because this is
what we see as one of the main causes
of deaths.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I do not
know how many of us know in addition
to the loopholes in gun shows that in
many States children can go unaccom-

panied into these gun shows. I would be
looking for the chairman to work with
him to at least do as much as we do for
children going into R-rated movies
where children under 17 cannot go into
these movies of violence without an
adult; but yet we allow children ran-
domly to go into gun shows where we
found that many of the perpetrators of
violent crimes have gotten their guns.

This instruction emphasizes to us
that we must not weaken gun safety
laws. And as well, Mr. Chairman, it em-
phasizes to us that we must get down
to our task.

I simply close, Mr. Chairman, by say-
ing that although the Second Amend-
ment stands strong, guns are not relics;
guns can be regulated. We must regu-
late guns on behalf of our children. Let
us get to the conference and do our job.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the
Chicago Tribune, September 22, 1999:

Two Fenger High School students were in-
jured Tuesday when a gunman opened fire on
a crowd of students walking home, Chicago
police said.

Authorities said between 6 and 12 shots
were fired, sending the students scurrying
for cover. Witnesses told the police the
shooter was a 17-year-old male who had been
expelled from the South Side High School a
year ago.

The shooting near Fenger took place about
3 p.m. A large group of students walking
south on Wallace began arguing with a
smaller group of at least four people near the
intersection.

The gunman, who was in the smaller
group, allegedly pulled out a handgun and
began firing into the other crowd of stu-
dents. It was unclear whether the gunman
intended to hit the two injured students or
whether he knew them.

‘‘It’s crazy. It’s just crazy out there,’’ said
Crystal Allen, Darrell Allen’s mother, as she
rushed into the hospital’s emergency room.
‘‘Your kids can’t even walk to school with-
out being shot. It’s a shame. They have
metal detectors in the schools. But what
happens when they walk outside?’’.

Conferees, please do something
meaningful to keep guns from turning
school yard brawls into injury and
death.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary for his courtesy in yielding me
the time and also for his leadership on
these most important issues.

I think perhaps, colleagues, the best
thing we could do in this debate, which
will certainly not be the final word, we
will debate this issue many, many days
this session and the next session of
Congress, is to provide a little bit of
background.

All of us talk about prosecution of
violent crimes, prosecution of crimes
involving firearms.
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We also talk about providing the nec-
essary resources to our Department of
Justice to enforce those federal laws
that relate to violent crime. I think it
is important to place this debate in
context, to look at the increases in the
Clinton administration Department of
Justice budget that had been provided
by the Congress for the administration
to carry out its mandate to enforce
those Federal criminal laws including,
but not limited to, those that relate to
the use of firearms.

One does not have to see the small
print on this chart to recognize that
there has been a substantial increase
just over the last 6 years of the Clinton
administration in the billions of dol-
lars that have been provided to the De-
partment of Justice for its budget in-
creasing from 9.63 billion to 14.82, well
over a 50 and close to a 55 percent in-
crease. One would expect to see not
necessarily a 55 percent increase in the
prosecution of the criminal use of fire-
arm statutes during the same period of
time, but perhaps leave something
close to it. Certainly one would not ex-
pect to, given the rhetoric of the Clin-
ton-Gore administration, expect to see
even a modest decrease in the prosecu-
tion of criminal use of firearms during
the last 6 years.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, that is,
in fact, what we see. We see a substan-
tial decrease in the prosecution of the
criminal use of firearms during each
year from 1992 to 1998, nearly a 50 per-
cent decrease.

So at the same time as we have in-
creased the budget for the Department
of Justice to prosecute violent crimes
by over 50 percent, we have seen a 50
percent decrease in the actual prosecu-
tions of these cases. Therefore, those of
us on this side of the aisle serving on
the conference committee on this piece
of legislation are concerned that we, in
fact, provide something more than sim-
ply more money for the Clinton admin-
istration to prosecute violent crime,
and that is in fact one of the things
that we are looking at. We are looking
at, for example, programs that actually
work, such as Project Exile in the
Richmond, Virginia area which re-
sulted over about a 2-year period in a
40 percent decrease in the incidents of
violent crimes in that jurisdiction.

The way that this came about was
very simple. An Assistant United
States Attorney in Richmond called
the local prosecutors and law enforce-
ment officials into his office and said,
‘‘If you bring me the gun cases, I will
prosecute them. If you build it; they
will come. If you bring me those cases,
they will be prosecuted; I guarantee
you,’’ he told them, ‘‘and I will seek
maximum penalties under the federal
laws.’’ The fact of the matter is that he
did just that. He developed the credi-
bility with local law enforcement, and
the results speak for themselves. That
is what we need to be doing, Mr.
Speaker.

Now I understand the gentlewoman
from California, and I would presume

that she agrees with us that what we
ought to be looking at is more than
simply providing more money to an ad-
ministration that has received substan-
tially more money to prosecute cases
yet has not done so, that we ought to
be looking at ways to prod the admin-
istration and future administrations to
actually prosecute gun cases, to actu-
ally prosecute those who commit a fel-
ony every time they provide mis-
leading or false information on the in-
stant background check form. Rather
than talk about so many tens, if not
hundreds of thousands, of felons who
have escaped, who are not able to pur-
chase firearms because of the NICS sys-
tem, let us talk also about those very,
very few, .2 percent, that have actually
been prosecuted for committing what
amounts to about as close as one can
get to an open and shut felony. They
put false information on that form; the
form says if they do so, they are sub-
ject to a 5-year penalty in the Federal
penitentiary, and, in fact, those cases,
if they were prosecuted, would send a
very important message to the Amer-
ican people.

So in conclusion, and in support of
what the chairman and us on this side
of the aisle, those of us on this side of
the aisle concerned with doing some-
thing that actually does more than
just talk about these problems; what
we are trying to do is to work with the
conferees and present back to this body
something that this body actually had
a chance to vote on. Yet the vast ma-
jority of Democrats, even most of those
who voted for the so-called Dingell
amendment to tighten up on provision
of background checks, national instant
checks at gun shows, they turned
around and then voted to kill the bill
that had that provision in it.

What we are trying to do is to put
politics aside and look at the substance
of these issues, look at the substance of
providing the guarantees insofar as we
are able and the impetus for pros-
ecuting these gun cases to provide the
resources to the Department of Jus-
tice, that it needs to do so. None of us
are interested in weakening current
gun laws. That is a red herring. None of
us are interested in doing that, and
there is nothing in the bill that we are
considering in the conference report
that would do that.

So, Mr. Speaker, one really has to
wonder when one looks at the language
of the gentlewoman from California
which provides for a loophole-free sys-
tem, includes provisions that do not
weaken current gun safety law; we are
not in disagreement on those, and in-
cludes provisions that aid in the en-
forcement of current laws; we certainly
support that. One has to wonder, since
she disagrees with what we are saying
what the agenda is. Is there a hidden
agenda there? What is the purpose of
this other than to provide a smoke-
screen for perhaps other legislative ini-
tiatives that the House has already
voted down?

So, Mr. Speaker, I would urge my
colleagues to vote against this motion

to recommit with instructions, allow
the flexibility to our conferees, as pro-
vided by the House and by the Senate,
to work on these matters, bring this
matter back to the House and to the
Senate with measures that have some
actual teeth in them, that have more
than sound bites, that provide our law
enforcement officials and our prosecu-
tors at the national level and at U.S.
Attorneys’ offices across the country
the tools that they need to actually get
something done.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the
motion to instruct offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN), and I applaud her for her
consistent leadership on this issue.

With approximately 13 young people
dying each day since the Columbine
massacre, almost 2,000 young people
have been victims of gun violence, and
yet as more and more children become
statistics, this Congress continues to
look the other way.

Since the beginning of this debate,
opponents of tough gun safety meas-
ures have relied on the strategy of
delay, delay, delay. This motion to in-
struct is a signal to the conference
committee that delay is no longer ac-
ceptable. It tells the conferees that we
cannot wait until another child falls
victim to gun violence before we act.

This motion does three things.
First, it says that the bill should en-

sure that no criminals are able to pur-
chase guns at gun shows; second, it
says that a conference report should
not weaken current law; and third, it
says that we should work to strengthen
enforcement of existing gun laws.

I cannot think of a single reason why
anyone would oppose this motion to in-
struct. Please vote for the motion to
instruct.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to add my voice to the de-
bate on juvenile justice. Mr. Speaker,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN) has introduced this motion
to instruct conferees. Since we ap-
proved the bill in the House on June 17,
and the Senate on July 28, to date
there has been no motion on the con-
ference between the House and the Sen-
ate on this legislation. In the mean-
time, children across America die as a
result of violent crime.

My colleague has instructed the con-
ferees that would require a loophole-
free system. People keep saying, ‘‘Well,
what do you mean a loophole-free sys-
tem?’’ We are talking about the fact
that under a 24-hour gun check in a
gun show people whose records are not
clear in records like on post cards or
index cards in little communities
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might get a gun because if one does not
reveal it within 24 hours, they still get
a gun. That is what we are talking
about, loophole-free, loop-free situa-
tions.

Let me say this to my colleagues. In-
nocent children like those in Fort
Worth, those in Columbine, and those
across our country whose names unfor-
tunately never reach the media be-
cause they die on the streets of this
Nation unnoticed are worried about
what is happening with this gun con-
trol legislation. I encourage all of my
colleagues who are here on this floor
within my voice to vote in favor of the
motion.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute to respond to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) who
just spoke.

We are not delaying this. We are
working as hard as we can. It is no easy
matter to reconcile the left, the right,
the center, the pro-gun, the anti-gun,
the liberals, the conservatives. This a
very difficult question.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) told us earlier that we have
been meeting even today, and we are
going to meet tomorrow. We are work-
ing very hard, and please do not beat
us over the head that we are trying to
delay this. We are moving with all de-
liberate speed, I can assure the gentle-
woman from Ohio, and if she doubts it,
ask Mr. CONYERS.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I Yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
do not mean to point a finger. What I
want to say is the people of these
United States want to hear from us. If
I am part of the delay, I accept the
delay. I am standing here saying let us
get it on.

Mr. HYDE. I understand that, Mr.
Speaker, and I am here to tell the gen-
tlewoman we are getting it on as fast
as we can, believe me.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. With all delib-
erate speed.

Mr. HYDE. Yes, speed. Emphasize
speed, but it takes deliberation, too.
We cannot do this, as my colleagues
know, with a snap of the fingers.

I know the gentlewoman has had vast
experience in negotiating these mat-
ters, and I want to defer to her, but I
want her to know we are trying as hard
as we can. Believe me.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, while
we haggle over tax breaks and F–22
bombers, 13 children are dying each
day in this country as a result of gun
violence. While we play politics with
spending caps and budget priorities, 13
children will be killed by guns. So I ask
who is taking care of our children?

Nearly 5 months after the tragedy at
Columbine, we have done nothing to

strengthen gun laws or to enact com-
monsense gun regulations, but while
we have done nothing, 13 families every
day are faced with burying a child.
This is disgraceful that we have not
passed gun safety legislation this Con-
gress, and it would be even more dis-
graceful to pass a bill that actually
weakened current gun laws.

This is not a game. We are talking
about children’s lives.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Lofgren motion to instruct; and after
that when we tighten gun control laws,
then when we ask who is taking care of
our children, the answer can be and
will be:

We are.
But until then our children remain at

risk.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5

minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM).

(Mr. MCCOLLUM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois for
yielding this time to me.

This is a motion that I rise today to
support. As one of the conferees on
H.R. 1501 and as the principle sponsor
of the bill, I do very much want to sup-
port the gentlewoman’s motion; but I
want to take a few moments to speak
on the motion and on the ongoing con-
ference that is going on this bill.

First, let me address the first part of
the motion, that the conference report
include a, quote, loophole-free system
that assures that no criminals or other
prohibited purchasers obtain firearms
from nonlicensed persons and federally
licensed firearm dealers at gun shows,
unquote.
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I hope everybody knows that feder-
ally licensed firearm dealers now under
current law are required to perform
background checks prior to the sale of
any firearm, whether they are making
that sale in their own store or at a gun
show. It does not make any difference.
That is current law.

The law currently provides that it is
a crime for these prohibited persons to
possess a firearm of any kind. What we
have been working long and hard on is
a provision that will address the other
sellers of guns at gun shows, ordinary
citizens who do not have as their prin-
cipal business the sale of guns.

I introduced a bill, H.R. 2122, to do
just that, which was debated on this
floor in June. Unfortunately, the bill
was voted down largely because most
of the Members on the gentlewoman’s
side of the aisle voted against it. Since
that time, some of us on this side of
the aisle have been working to come up
with a new and different approach, one
that attempts to address many of the
concerns that Members of the gentle-
woman’s side of the aisle have ex-
pressed during the debate on H.R. 2122.

I must say that our inability to find
common ground is caused by some of

the Members, including perhaps the
majority on the gentlewoman’s side,
taking an all-or-nothing approach. We
really do need to find a way to com-
promise this issue.

There is nothing magical in the lan-
guage that passed in the other body. In
fact, we have heard from thousands of
our constituents that the provisions of
the bill passed there would reach far
beyond what its proponents represent
that it would do. I know that the gen-
tlewoman and others on her side of the
aisle appreciate that there almost al-
ways are a number of ways to write a
law to reach the same end. All we are
asking is that she encourage the con-
ferees on her side of the aisle to be
open to a different way to accomplish
the goal that I believe we all share.

I must also express some confusion at
the provision of the motion that states
that we should achieve a, quote, ‘‘loop-
hole-free system,’’ unquote. I do not
think anybody intends to construct a
system with a loophole and I hope that
the gentlewoman is not intending to
use this provision to broaden the de-
bate on the bill. Up to this point, we
have been discussing ways to ensure
that no prohibited purchaser can buy a
gun at a gun show, that is, nobody who
is a convicted felon or has any other
disability that says they are not per-
mitted to own a gun. I am committed
and I have been committed to making
that a reality, but I must say that if
the gentlewoman seeks to use her mo-
tion to move the debate into regulating
every private gun transaction, then we
part company.

I believe that it is clear the Amer-
ican public does not support the Gov-
ernment regulating private firearms
transactions any more than they al-
ready do.

The gun show issue is another story,
and I agree with the gentlewoman on
that; and I think we should reach a
common ground to resolve this.

Finally, I must point out that the
gentlewoman’s motion speaks to only
one small part of the bill. I think it is
vitally important for Members to bear
in mind this bill contains a number of
very important provisions. Many of
them have enjoyed bipartisan support
for quite some time. It would be a
shame if we did not allow these other
provisions to become law because
Members cannot agree on a single pro-
vision.

The underlying bill is the juvenile
justice bill. It is a bill that was totally
bipartisan when it came out of the
Subcommittee on Crime and it is, I be-
lieve, totally bipartisan today, which
deals with an effort to put con-
sequences for juveniles who commit
misdemeanor crimes, the lesser crimes
than the ones with violence and guns,
give them consequences early on be-
cause all of the experts say that with-
out those consequences in the law,
which are not there today for a variety
of reasons, but principally because we
have an overworked and understaffed
juvenile court system in the States,
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without those consequences we see kids
thinking they can get away with crime
when they rob a store or they steal a
car or they steal a radio out of a car or
whatever, and later on then they think
they can get away also with violent
crime. They don’t believe they are
going to get punished.

I know that is a simple concept, but
it is a valid concept; and it is one that
all law enforcement and sociologists
who deal with kids understand.

The underlying bill addresses that
problem by providing a grant program
to the States to allow them to improve
their juvenile justice systems with
more probation officers, more judges,
more of all of those things they need,
including diversion programs for kids,
with only one caveat, and that is that
every juvenile justice system in the
Nation, every State, assure the United
States Attorney General that they are
going to punish a juvenile for the very
first misdemeanor crime and every
crime of a more serious nature there-
after with an increasingly greater pun-
ishment. That does not mean jail time.
It does not mean lock-up time. It
means community service or whatever,
but some kind of punishment.

So I certainly support the motion the
gentlewoman is offering, but I hope
that Members on both sides will see it
as a call to work more closely together
to reach what I believe is a widely ac-
cepted goal and pass what is fundamen-
tally a good bill and close the existing
loophole in the gun show law.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN) has 10 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE) has 51⁄2 minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY) for purposes of a notifica-
tion.

(Mrs. McCARTHY of New York asked
and was given permission to speak out
of order.)
NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER A MOTION TO

INSTRUCT CONFEREES ON H.R. 1501, JUVENILE
JUSTICE REFORM ACT OF 1999

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 7 of rule
XXII, I give notice of my intent to
offer a motion to instruct conferees on
H.R. 1501 tomorrow. The form of the
motion is as follows:

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York moves that
the managers on the part of the House at the
conferees on the disagreeing votes on the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill, H.R. 1501, be instructed to insist that,
one, the committee of the conferees should
this week have its first substantive meeting
to offer amendments and motions, including
gun safety amendments and motions; and,
two, the committee of conference should
meet every weekday in public session until
the committee of conference agrees to rec-
ommended a substitute.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), a Member of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the motion to instruct. I
think the motion to instruct is impor-
tant to correct a deeply flawed bill, a
bill that, in fact, left this House and
weakened the Brady statute; therefore,
has put lethal weapons, if it should be
enacted, into the hands of criminals.
Let me explain why.

During the past 5 years, the Brady in-
stant-check system has prevented ille-
gal gun purchases by more than 400,000
fugitives, convicted felons, drug ad-
dicts and others who cannot lawfully
possess a firearm. If we pass this bill,
we will be handing them a loaded weap-
on and inviting them to pull the trig-
ger. That is because the House-passed
bill denies the FBI the 3 days it needs
to complete its background check on
the very people most likely to have a
criminal history, like a convicted rap-
ist who traveled from Virginia to
North Carolina several months ago for
the purpose of buying a gun; or the
man convicted of armed robbery and
burglary in Georgia who drove to Mis-
souri last March for the purpose of
buying a gun; or the murderer in
Texas; or the arsonist in New Jersey
who went all the way to Mississippi
last April for the purpose of buying a
gun.

These are just a few of the thousands
of criminals who tried to purchase
handguns in the last 6 months and were
stopped because a 3-day background
check revealed their criminal history
before the sale could be consummated.

If the House bill had been the law of
the land 6 months ago, 9,000 of these
people would have been walking the
streets with a license to commit crime.
I ask my colleagues to think about
that before they vote. Think about the
lives that could very well be destroyed
because one of those 9,000 criminals got
a hold of a weapon and pulled the trig-
ger. Think about what we would have
to say to the families of the victims if
we allow the House bill, which weakens
the Brady bill, to become law.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY).

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the Lofgren
motion to instruct for juvenile justice
conference. Mr. Speaker, I find it hard
to believe that despite the over-
whelming desire by the American peo-
ple for reasonable and common sense
limitations on access to guns, this Con-
gress has still not passed and sent to
the President the Senate version of the
juvenile justice bill.

The parents of America are con-
cerned, and given the tragedies that
have occurred across this Nation, they
have a right to be. They are concerned
about the proliferation of guns, of kids
gaining access to guns without trigger
locks, of guns being bought and sold at
gun shows and flea markets without
adequate background checks, and of

the ability to buy guns anonymously
over the Internet.

They are concerned, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause current U.S. law is inadequate to
prevent guns from easily falling into
the wrong hands. They are concerned
and want action by this Congress. In
fact, Mr. Speaker, they demand action
by this Congress. I would urge all of
my colleagues to support the Lofgren
motion, which instructs the conferees
to include a loophole-free system that
assures murderers, rapists, child mo-
lesters, and other criminals do not gain
access to guns, and instruct them not
to weaken existing gun safety laws.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. BLAGOJEVICH).

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker,
within the last 6 months, America has
witnessed shootings at Columbine High
School, the Jewish Community Center
in Los Angeles, hate crime shootings in
Illinois and in Indiana and now most
recently the shootings in Fort Worth,
Texas. In each one of those shootings,
guns were involved that were pur-
chased at either gun shows or at flea
markets. No surprise, last year in
America 54,000 guns were confiscated in
crimes that originated at gun shows.
The Senate-passed legislation, mir-
rored on the Brady law, would simply
apply the background check require-
ments at gun shows that we require at
retail gun stores. This Congress has yet
to do that. I urge the conferees to do
what the Senate did, provide common
sense, basic background requirements
at gun shows that we apply to retail
gun stores.

This is not, Mr. Speaker, about gun
control. This is about crime prevention
and about public safety.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
how much time I have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has 51⁄2
minutes remaining, and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN)
has the right to close.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am looking forward to
supporting this resolution. I will say it
is a little distressful, and I searched for
a word and I came up with distressful,
to be unjustly criticized for foot drag-
ging. I would presume to direct those
who criticize us for lack of progress, I
would direct them to their committee
staff and to their ranking member for
verification that no one has been de-
laying a solution.

I want a solution. I am in good faith.
So is our staff. We have met time and
time again. These are difficult, emo-
tional issues; and they are not going to
be solved easily. It seems to me by ac-
cusing us lopsidedly, one-sidedly, of
foot dragging, my colleagues are in-
jecting a distinctly political tone into
an issue that deserves nonpolitical
treatment.

There is a lot of hard work ahead, be-
lieve me. We are a long ways from
agreement, but we are closer than we
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have ever been. I am committed to re-
maining at the negotiating table, and
not get stampeded, as long as it takes
to try and find reasonable, common
ground.

If my colleagues really want a bill,
and that is a question number one, do
my colleagues really want a bill? Or
are we to encounter gridlock and fail-
ure and say, see, these guys cannot
govern; they really cannot run the
House? There is that question, and I
have tried to dispel it. I certainly do
not think it animates the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and his
staff, because we have had excellent
discussions in the best of good faith,
and so I discount that.

There may be others who do not want
a bill because they do not want the Re-
publicans to have any success whatso-
ever. I would look upon this not as a
Republican success but as congres-
sional success that we can respond to
the tragedies that have bloodied our
country.

If we really do not want a bill, there
are a couple of ways we can kill it.

b 1930
One is to draw a bill that is empty

and hollow and meaningless, and the
other is at the opposite end of the spec-
trum: strengthen a bill to death.

Now, when we are negotiating, we
have people who we have to appeal to
differently on different issues. It is not
easy. We have to get some democratic
support. I do not think we have enough
on our side to pass this.

Now, either they can kill it, or they
can help us. But I ask my colleagues
for their help. They certainly have
mine. But to any of my colleagues who
accuse us of foot-dragging, please talk
to the staff, please talk to the ranking
member. My democratic colleagues do
not have to accept our statement that
we are doing the best we can.

Now, tomorrow, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MCCARTHY) is
going to instruct us to meet every day
in public. I will not object to that, but
we do not get things solved with formal
meetings. We talk, and we talk out,
and we find out what we can agree on,
what we cannot. We make trade-offs;
we do the best we can; and we come up
with a bill. Do we want a bill, or do we
want an issue? I want a bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire as to the time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN) has 51⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am confident that this motion to
instruct will receive support when we
vote on it from both sides of the aisle,
and that is a good thing, but it cer-
tainly does not solve the concern that
brought me here today and has con-
sumed our time here this evening.

As I think through the scenario of
how we got to this point in time, I

think back to earlier in the summer
when we had almost a surprise, really,
to some of us that the United States
Senate was able to come together after
the terrible tragedy in Colorado at Col-
umbine High School and to come up
with a set of modest, centrist measures
that would make the availability of
guns less so, in the hopes that the vio-
lence that beset the youngsters in Col-
umbine and in other schools in other
parts of our country would be dimin-
ished.

When this House took that measure
up, and I believe it was something like
1 o’clock or 2 o’clock in the morning,
we ended up with a measure, when all
was said and done and the amendments
concluded, that the NRA said vote
‘‘yes’’ on the bill, and handgun control
urged us to vote ‘‘no’’ on the bill. We
did not have a strong bill, as the Sen-
ate had done. So, we moved on to con-
ference.

Now, the conference committee met
just once, on August 3, and each mem-
ber of the conference committee was
permitted to make a statement, and I
did as well, and then we left town, and
the conference committee has not met
again since.

Now, I understand that the chairman
has, in fact, on many occasions sup-
ported centrist gun control measures.
He voted for the Brady Bill; I was
proud to be a part of the Hyde-Lofgren
amendment on clips, and I am hopeful
that we can get some sound things
done. I realize that this is not easy, but
it also needs to move apace, because it
is now September 22; and when we
talked in July, we were anxious to get
a good measure that would be in place
before school started. And now, as I
mentioned, my two high school stu-
dents are starting to fret about the
mid-terms that are almost here; and we
will be recessing soon if the target date
is to be believed. And so unless we can
pick up the pace, I am concerned that
we will not achieve our goal of getting
good, strong, solid, sensible gun con-
trol, gun safety measures adopted; and
I want to do that.

I can assure the chairman, I want a
bill. I want to be able to tell my chil-
dren that we managed to get some-
thing done that might make them a
little bit safer from gun violence. I
want a bill.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman said, do
we want to prove that the Republicans
cannot run the House. Well, no. I think
on September 22, without our appro-
priations done, that has already been
proven. We do not need to prove it with
a gun bill stalled in the conference
committee and not brought to the
floor. I want strong legislation. I will
work on a bipartisan basis to get that
done, but what I will not do is to stand
silent if the measure comes back and
there is actually less safety for the
children of America than exists in cur-
rent law. That I cannot do. That is
what we were faced with that early
morning in July when the House took
up its measure.

It is not comfortable. It is not a de-
light to stand here and make motions
to instruct and to be somewhat ob-
streperous; but I would rather do that
than not come to a conclusion, than
not to stand up for the mothers who I
represent in this House. And when I go
home and I am in the grocery store,
the other mothers want to know how
come we cannot get this done, some-
thing this simple. They cannot under-
stand it. And I cannot really explain it
to them, because I cannot understand
it either.

So let us reach out across the aisle,
let us work together, let us get this
done. Let us make sure it is solid, that
it is valid, that it is honest, it is true,
it is tough, and it is done promptly. I
would urge that we bring some of these
discussions out into the open. There
have been many discussions between
the chairman and the ranking member,
I understand, and I have no doubt that
they are sincerely done and difficult
discussions. But sometimes the light of
day can help move things forward a bit.

So I am hopeful that we will be able
to do that.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
at the participation of all of the Mem-
bers of the House. I look forward to a
very positive vote on this motion to in-
struct.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are postponed
until tomorrow.

f

SENSE OF HOUSE IN SUPPORT OF
NATIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
WEEK

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Government Reform be discharged
from further consideration of the reso-
lution (H. Res. 293), expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives
in support of ‘‘National Historically
Black Colleges and Universities Week,’’
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, under my
reservation, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) to explain
the bill.
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Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the

gentleman for yielding.
The purpose of this bill is to recog-

nize the 105 historically black colleges
across this country that have served
not only the interests of the black
community, but this country, in pro-
viding a sound and fruitful education
for people of color over the past many
years in this country. We want to
make sure that we recognize those in-
stitutions during this particular week
known as National Historically Black
Colleges and Universities Week, and
the purpose of this resolution is to me-
morialize that.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, as
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Civil Service, I have come to this
House to support many resolutions.
However, as a graduate of an histori-
cally black college; as a member of the
Board of Regents of Morgan State Uni-
versity, as a father of a freshman at
Howard University, and with five such
universities and colleges in my home
State of Maryland, I am especially
pleased to endorse and support histori-
cally black colleges and universities.

Historically, black colleges and uni-
versities should be commended in their
success in educating not only the privi-
leged among us, but the disadvantaged
among us also. HBCUs have performed
a remarkable task. They have educated
almost 40 percent of this country’s
black college graduates, they have
graduated 75 percent of black Ph.D.s, 46
percent of all black business execu-
tives, 50 percent of black engineers, 80
percent of our Federal judges, and 85
percent of all black doctors.

In addition, they have educated an
estimated 50 percent of the Nation’s
black attorneys and 75 percent of the
black military officers. The histori-
cally black health professional schools
have trained an estimated 40 percent of
the Nation’s black dentists, 50 percent
of black pharmacists, and 75 percent of
the Nation’s black veterinarians.
HBCUs can claim these significant suc-
cess rates because they maintain a phi-
losophy of high scholastic achievement
and career goals as well as an enriching
social and cultural environment.

Further, HBCU faculty are among
the most scholared in our Nation’s uni-
versity system; and as role models pro-
vide quality educational and practical
experience to HBCU students. HBCUs
can also be credited with making the
higher education financially attainable
for those who otherwise would not be
able to afford a higher education. This
is extremely important because edu-
cation is the key to the door of eco-
nomic prosperity. That is why I com-
mend Bill Gates, chairman of Micro-
soft, for pledging to spend $1 billion
over the next 20 years to give college
scholarships to thousands of academi-
cally talented, but financially needy
minority students across the country.
William Gray, III, President of the
United Negro College Fund, will help
administer the scholarship program.

The students in this program and in
the HBCU system as a whole not only
receive instruction that propels them
into blossoming careers but also re-
ceive a mandate to serve as leaders in
our country and in the world. In es-
sence, these schools have an enduring
commitment to educating youth, Afri-
can-Americans and other people of
color, and the disenfranchised, for lead-
ership and service not only to our Na-
tion, but to our global community.

As I have said, HBCUs open the door
to opportunities and promote leader-
ship and service. It should be noted,
however, that these items do not be-
come a reality if students are denied
positions, promotions, or the chance to
serve in certain capacities because of
their race or ethnicity. HBCUs have
produced congressional representa-
tives, State legislators, writers, musi-
cians, actors, activists, business lead-
ers, lawyers and doctors, and this reso-
lution recognizes not only historically
black colleges and universities, but all
of the people of color that they have
educated.

It also recognizes all of those edu-
cators and administrators who have
touched children and young people over
and over again, and indeed, touched the
future. Today, I am honored to pay
tribute to these historic and great in-
stitutions that have fortified our Na-
tion’s heritage and our future in edu-
cation.

Now it gives me great pleasure to
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN),
who has had a history of consistently
uplifting historically black colleges
and universities not only in his home
State of South Carolina, but through-
out the country.

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank my friend from Maryland for
yielding me this time. I want to also
thank the leadership of this body for
scheduling this resolution for debate,
and the chairman and ranking member
of this subcommittee for bringing this
to the floor with their support.

Mr. Speaker, the 105 HBCUs located
in our Nation are monuments and tes-
timony to the farsightedness and cre-
ative genius of those who have great
faith and confidence in the promise of
this great Nation. I shudder to think of
where I would be today had it not been
for Morris College in Sumter, my
hometown. My mother and father both
attended that school. I and one of my
brothers attended South Carolina
State in Orangeburg. Another brother
and sister-in-law are products of
Claflin College in Orangeburg. One of
my daughters attended Benedict in Co-
lumbia and many other relatives and
friends are alumni of Allen in Colum-
bia and Voorhees in Denmark.
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All six of these historically black

colleges and universities are located in
the congressional district that I am
proud to represent here in this body. I
believe in these institutions, and con-
sider them to be national treasures.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, last year these
institutions were collectively placed on
the list of our Nation’s most endan-
gered historic sites by the National
Trust of Historic Preservation. That
action was a great testimony, as great
a testimony as can be given, to what
we ought to be doing in this body to
preserve and protect these schools and
their campuses.

Mr. Speaker, I hope this resolution is
the beginning of renewed interest in
and support for these great institu-
tions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to my distin-
guished colleague, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), who has
also been at the forefront of uplifting
historically black colleges and univer-
sities throughout our country, and cer-
tainly doing a great job in her own
State of Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) for his lead-
ership, and I thank the chairman for
joining us today and being supportive.
This is a compliment to all of us in this
House, Republicans and Democrats, for
it is a bipartisan salute.

I thank the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN), who offered
this legislation to acknowledge histori-
cally black colleges.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note
that there are 105 historically black
colleges and universities in the United
States. It is equally important to note
that we stated there are colleges and
universities. It means there are insti-
tutions who have undergraduate de-
grees and graduate degrees.

As noted by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, many of our
lawyers, doctors, Ph.D.s, and scientists
in the African-American community
have come from historically black col-
leges.

I am particularly proud to come from
a State with a number of historically
black colleges, and if I might share the
history of one, Texas Southern Univer-
sity, located in my district, it was
founded, unfortunately, in the ashes of
segregation. Heman Sweatt wanted to
attend the University of Texas School
of Law, but my State unfortunately in
the late 1940s would not allow a black
man to attend the State system. Yet,
the law required that he be educated,
so our school or our system in Texas
devised, if you will, what some thought
a second-class approach.

In the basement of the law school or
some of the buildings on the University
of Texas, Heman Sweatt was offered a
law school education. But out of his
persistence and determination, Texas
Southern University, originally called
Texas State College, was founded.

Many of the individuals who taught
at that school are heroes themselves. I
would like to note my father-in-law,
Doctor, or Mr. Phillip Lee, I promoted
him to doctor, but he is a hero to me
because he was a Tuskegee airman. He
brought that kind of quality and excel-
lence to Texas Southern University.
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Mr. Biggers, John Biggers, one of the

most outstanding African-American
artists in this Nation, was a teacher at
Texas Southern University. Both my
father-in-law and John Biggers were
graduates of Hampton University.

These universities are think tanks
for our communities. They were the
origins of some of the civil rights ac-
tivism, where they promoted and en-
couraged young people to have self-es-
teem. They promoted learning and in-
tellect and theory and thought.

Many of us know Dr. Benjamin Mays
of Morehouse. We are still reading his
works. So many young men who grad-
uated from Morehouse College can at-
tribute their own self-dignity and hu-
manity and intellect, such as Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, from Dr. Benjamin
Mays.

These are wonderful schools, and I
am delighted that those of us who are
members of the Black Caucus, as well
as those who are Members of this
House, Republicans and Democrats,
have not forgotten them.

Might I also cite Oakwood College, of
which I am a member of the board, in
Huntsville, Alabama. It is a religious
college but it is a historically black
college, organized in the Seventh Day
Adventist Church. It is a college that
has educated religious leaders around
this Nation. It has its own great his-
tory of civil rights activism, and it is a
proud citizen or a proud asset of the
great State of Alabama.

Might I say that in the course of my
work here in the United States Con-
gress as a member of the Committee on
Science, I have been very gratified to
offer amendments to enhance our his-
torically black colleges, along with
other colleges. We have promoted the
sharing of laboratory equipment, used
laboratory equipment from NASA and
our laboratories around the country,
our research laboratories. We have pro-
vided technical assistance to the lab-
oratories or to the schools, as well. We
have encouraged the Department of
Energy to look for its research part-
ners in historically black colleges.

We must remember that they are
there, and that they are American
treasures. As we remember that they
are there, let me join my colleagues in
promoting and asking and calling on
the President to issue a proclamation
calling on the people of the United
States and interested groups to con-
duct appropriate ceremonies, activi-
ties, and programs to demonstrate sup-
port for historically black colleges and
universities in the United States.

Just as I consider myself a preserva-
tionist on history in the United States
of America, let us never forget the rich
and rewarding part these historically
black colleges all bring to the Amer-
ican history story, because in fact they
started when times were bad. They are
now here in times that are good. We
should never forget from whence we
have all come.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure to yield to my colleague,

the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS), as he again is another person
who has made historically black col-
leges and universities a major priority
of his. He has synchronized his con-
science with his conduct.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

I, too, rise in support of this resolu-
tion to recognize this week as National
Black College Week.

I also want to take the opportunity
to commend and congratulate my good
friend, the gentleman from Maryland,
for the outstanding work that he has
done, not only on behalf of black col-
leges and universities, but on behalf of
people throughout these United States
of America.

For more than 150 years, the histori-
cally black colleges and universities
have played a vital role in providing
students with an exceptional edu-
cation. These institutions have signifi-
cantly increased educational access for
thousands of economically and socially
disadvantaged Americans, particularly
young African Americans. HBCU stu-
dents have gone on to be recognized as
a strong influence for the common
good, both on campus and in the com-
munities where they are located.

I know firsthand the value of histor-
ical black colleges and universities, for
I, along with three of my brothers, four
of my sisters, four nephews, four
nieces, and I guess a host of cousins all
attended a historically black college,
which is now the University of Arkan-
sas at Pine Bluff.

In fact, three members of my staff
across the street all graduated from
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, Morehouse, Central State, and
Fiske.

Mr. Speaker, this week is definitely a
good week to recognize HBCUs and
their contributions to society, but it is
also a good time to recognize and pin-
point some of their needs. For many
years, historically black colleges and
universities as a whole have made ways
when there were no ways, have had to
make do, wondering how they were
going to make it.

As a matter of fact, I recall the
President of my university from time
to time calling meetings of students to
talk about whether or not we were
going to be able to make it through the
year. He was not only an educational
genius, but a most compassionate man,
President Lawrence Arnett Davis. We
called him Prexie.

So many of us had very little money.
I never will forget going to college with
$20 in my pocket on my 16th birthday,
wondering how I was going to make it.
How would I do it? But because of the
compassion of the individuals who were
there, because of their recognition of
me, because of their understanding, I
was obviously able to attend, to grad-
uate, and then to move on and become
a Member of the most august body per-
haps on the face of this Earth, the
United States Congress.

So I will always have gratitude for
the important role that these institu-
tions have played, but I will also al-
ways pledge to do everything in my
power to make sure that other young
people who are uncertain about their
future will have the opportunity to ex-
perience the offerings of these tremen-
dous institutions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH), who
has also been a leader with regard to
issues confronting our educational sys-
tem throughout our country, but par-
ticularly in Illinois.

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman from Mary-
land for his efforts on behalf of the his-
torically black colleges. I want to com-
mend the chairman for his untiring ef-
forts on this particular resolution.

I also want to commend the gen-
tleman from South Carolina, Mr. CLY-
BURN, for his work, for his authorship
of this particular resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of House Resolution 293, a resolution
which expresses the sense of this House
of Representatives in support of Na-
tional Historically Black Colleges and
Universities Week, which began on
September 19, 1999.

Historically black colleges and uni-
versities, HBCUs, are post-secondary
academic institutions founded before
1964 whose educational missions have
historically been the education of Afri-
can Americans. Located in various re-
gions of the United States, there are
now about 105 HBCUs in existence.

HBCUs consist of a mixture of com-
munity and junior colleges, 4-year col-
leges and universities, and both public
and private institutions. HBCUs enroll
less than 20 percent of African-Amer-
ican undergrads, but HBCUs award one-
third of all bachelor degrees and a sig-
nificant number of the advanced de-
grees earned by African Americans
throughout this Nation.

Since inception, HBCUs have stood
poised as a catalyst for educational op-
portunity for generations of African
Americans. These institutions were
born of the belief that post-Civil War
black freedmen should become imme-
diately educated. These 105 institutions
which were created for this purpose
today continue to provide quality high-
er education and professional nur-
turing to a broad mixture of diverse in-
dividuals, including people of other
ethnic backgrounds and racial origins.

Today I rise to commend these insti-
tutions and their faculties, their stu-
dents and their administrators, those
individuals who have created this ini-
tial goal of providing quality higher
education to African Americans and
others.

b 2000

Mr. Speaker, I just want to relate
that I am a product of Albany, Georgia.
When I was in the kindergarten going
to my first school in Albany, Georgia,
as a 5-year-old, I always approached
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school with a certain awe, because lo-
cated directly across the street from
the grade school where I entered into
kindergarten was Albany State Col-
lege.

I believe that Albany State College
and my experience of watching and
being involved in that environment
have created a foundation that have
helped shape my life and have made me
the person that I am today. It created
in me a yearning for education. It cre-
ated in me a struggle and a strive for
excellence.

I know that historically black col-
leges throughout this Nation have pro-
vided doctors and lawyers and engi-
neers and professionals of all types. I
want to commend these institutions
because I know that the reason the 1st
Congressional District of Illinois is an
outstanding district, the reason that it
is a productive district is because, in
the 1st Congressional District, we have
a number of HBCU graduates from all
walks of life.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it gives me great
pleasure at this juncture to yield to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON), a lady
who also has put on her priority list
and made a major priority the lifting
up of our historically black colleges
and universities.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to just commend the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) in his leader-
ship and the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN) for joining him
and bringing this resolution and what
it means to, not only the African-
American community, but what it
means to America itself to be able to
be institutions that give young people
an opportunity that would not have
had an opportunity.

A mind is a terrible thing to waste is
what the college fund now says. But,
indeed, just think of the minds that
have been turned on and the contribu-
tions that have been made.

I am also a graduate of a small his-
torically black university, which is a
small Presbyterian school in North
Carolina. But I want to speak also, not
only to the uniqueness in terms of
speaking to people who may not have
had the resources, but also the unique
opportunity that they have to bridge
between the educational institution
that they have to offer and the commu-
nity, our land grant colleges through-
out the Nation, particularly 1890 land
grant colleges that make the transi-
tion between community and edu-
cation, again, the valuable services
they do for agriculture and for land
grant and development of commu-
nities.

So the community development, eco-
nomic development, providing that
kind of transitional university that
makes a difference in the vitality and
the survivability of our communities.

So not only do they educate us as in-
dividuals, as an adult, but they reach
out in the community and provide that
continuous transition.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
for his leadership and the vision and
having the country to recognize the
value that these institutions played for
the United States, not only for Afri-
can-Americans.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, as I conclude, I first
want to thank the other side and the
gentleman from California (Mr. OSE)
and certainly the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH), the chairman
of our Subcommittee on Civil Service,
and our chairman and our ranking
member of the committee.

It does make me feel good to know
that this is a bipartisan effort that we
have all joined together to recognize
these historically black colleges and
universities.

The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. CLAYTON) said something
that really I think hit home, and that
is that a lot of times I think when we
look at these historically black col-
leges and universities, we look at them
for the benefit that they have brought
to the African-American community.
But the fact is that what these institu-
tions have done, they have produced
people who have gone out to become
leaders and to make our entire society
a better society and to make our world
a better world. So it is the epitome of
what can be done when people are
given opportunity.

I have often said that one does have
all the genetic ability one wants to
have. One can have all the will one
wants to have. But if one is not given
the opportunity, one is not going to go
anywhere fast.

So with that, I just want to just
leave one note with us as I close. Mary
McLeod Bethune founded that Be-
thune-Cookman College in Daytona
Beach, Florida. She tells about how
that college was started. I will be very
brief, but I think this is very signifi-
cant in her own words.

She says, ‘‘I went to Daytona Beach,
a beautiful little village, shaded by
great oaks and giant pines. I found a
shabby four-room cottage, for which
the owner wanted a rental of $11 a
month. My total capital was a dollar
and a half, but I talked him into trust-
ing me until the end of the month for
the rest. This was in September. A
friend let me stay at her home, and I
plunged into the job of creating some-
thing from nothing.’’ Something from
nothing. ‘‘I spoke at churches, and the
ministers let me take up collections. I
buttonholed every woman who would
listen to me.

‘‘On October 3, 1904,’’ almost 100
years ago, ‘‘I opened the doors of my
school, with an enrollment of five . . .
girls . . . whose parents paid me fifty
cents’ weekly tuition. My own child
was the only boy in the school. Though
I hadn’t a penny left, I considered cash
money as the smallest part of my re-
sources. I had faith in a living God,
faith in myself, and a desire to serve.

‘‘We burned logs and used charred
splinters as pencils, and mashed

elderberries for ink. I begged strangers
for a broom and a lamp.’’ I haunted the
city dump and the trash piles behind
hotels, retrieving discarded kitchen-
ware, cracked dishes, broken chairs,
pieces of old lumber. Everything
scoured and mended. This was part of
the training to salvage, to reconstruct,
to make bricks,’’ listen to what she
said, ‘‘to make bricks without straw.
As parents began to gradually leave
their children overnight, I had to pro-
vide sleeping accommodations. I took
corn sacks for mattresses. Then I
picked Spanish moss trees, dried and
cured it, and used it as a substitute for
mattress hair.

‘‘The school expanded fast. In less
than 2 years I had 250 pupils.’’ She goes
on to tell how she built this school al-
most 100 years ago.

The fact is that, since that time,
many, many people have graduated
from that school and gone on. Their
children and their children’s children
have done well and have graduated. So
that is the history, and that is why I
guess we see so much excitement from
the members of the Congressional
Black Caucus and others because these
schools have, indeed, played a very sig-
nificant role.

I want to thank again the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE) and the other
side for joining.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the resolution strongly. I want
to commend the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
for this resolution in support of na-
tional historically black colleges and
universities.

I do not believe I can match the elo-
quence of Ms. Bethune in her recitation
of her early days, but three things have
struck me this evening of particular
importance, and I wanted to reinforce
them.

Ms. Bethune said ‘‘something from
nothing.’’ What more telling comment
about the story of America than some-
thing from nothing. How apt to this
evening to have that shared with us,
the story of the founding of Bethune-
Cookman.

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. CLYBURN) talked earlier about the
promise of this great Nation and that
the promise of this great Nation is
available for all, needs to be available
for all.

In the initial comments tonight of
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS), he hit on what that prom-
ise is. I think the first words out of his
mouth were ‘‘education is the key.’’ It
remains the key. It is the key in my
family. It is the key in his. It is the
key in every family across this coun-
try. Get the education. Use one’s mind.
Use one’s talents, whatever they may
be, to make something from nothing.

I am sitting here getting fired up
over this, frankly. Before we wrap up,
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one of the speakers spoke of the con-
tributions of these 105 historically
black colleges. I went and I checked, I
did a little research as to how it affects
this particular body. I went through
the list of sponsors of the resolution,
my curiosity being: I wonder how many
of them went to these black colleges.

I just want to put that in the RECORD
how this forum, how this body benefits
from the past efforts and future efforts
of these colleges and universities. The
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS) has an honorary degree from a
number of these universities: Bishop
State, Central State, Howard, Morgan
State, Spelman College. There are oth-
ers here.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) graduated from Fisk Univer-
sity. The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS) graduated from Fisk Univer-
sity. The gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. BROWN), the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. HASTINGS), the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) have degrees
from Florida A&M University. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
has a degree from Howard.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
HILLIARD), the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS), the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK), the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. WYNN) and again
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) have degrees from Howard.

The gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
THOMPSON) has a degree from Jackson
State University. The gentlewoman
from South Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON),
she has a degree from Johnson C.
Smith University. The gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BISHOP), the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. HILLIARD), and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
have degrees from Morehouse College.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
JACKSON), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TOWNS), and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS)
have degrees from North Carolina A&T
State University.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) serves on the board of trust-
ees for Oakwood College. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. CLY-
BURN) has a degree from South Caro-
lina State University. The gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON) has a
degree from Southern University A&M
College. The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS), as I said, has a de-
gree from Spelman. The father-in-law
of the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE) has a degree from Texas
Southern University.

This is what America is all about,
people taking their education and giv-
ing back. We have to go no further
than the walls of this forum to find the
positive benefit.

I thank the gentleman and his col-
league for bringing this resolution for-
ward. Something from nothing, we
ought to put that on the face of this
building, because it is so apt.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I want to thank the

gentleman from California (Mr. OSE)
for what he just said, because I think
that it sends the word out from this
place that historically black colleges
and universities have, indeed, made a
tremendous contribution.

As the gentleman was talking, I
could not help but think about my own
history with a mother and father who
never got out of elementary school be-
cause they were denied the very oppor-
tunities that I was given. But I will
never forget going to Howard Univer-
sity and being embraced by the faculty
there.

We have not talked a lot about the
faculty and the administrators at these
schools, but I can tell my colleagues,
they are some very, very special people
who look at each one of these children,
not as a statistic, but as someone that
is like their own child. They want to
make sure that their children, that
their children, and they see them as
their children, are raised up to be the
very best that they can be. That is not
to say that that does not happen at
other schools. But I can speak for How-
ard, and I ask speak for some other his-
torically black colleges and univer-
sities.

The fact is that the gentleman from
California is right. If we look just with-
in the four walls of this chamber and
look at all of those people who have
been touched over and over again by
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, it says a lot.

When I dropped my daughter off at
Howard University a few weeks ago as
she began her freshman year as a sec-
ond-generation college-attending per-
son, I said to her one thing. I said, Jen-
nifer, I am excited about your possi-
bilities. I think that, when we look at
historically black colleges and univer-
sities, it is exciting, and we become ex-
cited about young people’s possibilities
because we know that they will be em-
braced. We know that they will be
planted in soil that is firm and fertile
so that they can grow and be the best
that they can be. All of it boils down to
opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 293

Whereas there are 105 historically black
colleges and universities in the United
States;

Whereas black colleges and universities
provide the quality education so essential to
full participation in a complex, highly tech-
nological society;

Whereas black colleges and universities
have a rich heritage and have played a
prominent role in American history;

Whereas black colleges and universities
have allowed many underprivileged students
to attain their full potential through higher
education;

Whereas the achievements and goals of his-
torically black colleges and universities are
deserving of national recognition; and

Whereas Senate Resolution 178 would des-
ignate the week beginning September 19,
1999, as ‘‘National Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities Week’’: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved,
That the House of Representatives—
(1) supports the goals and ideas of ‘‘Na-

tional Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities Week’’; and

(2) requests that the President issue a
proclamation calling on the people of the
United States and interested groups to con-
duct appropriate ceremonies, activities, and
programs to demonstrate support for histori-
cally black colleges and universities in the
United States.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

EPA MUST ENSURE THAT ALL
STATES LIVE BY THE SAME
EMISSION STANDARDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. BALDACCI) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to talk about clean air, grandfathered
smokestacks in the Midwest, air trans-
port of emissions, and smog in the
Northeast.

It is an especially good day to raise
this issue. The summer has come to an
end and the ozone levels in Maine ex-
ceeded Federal standards a dozen days
this summer. This did not happen at
measuring stations and traffic clogged
cities.

I am talking about Port Clyde. It is
a fishing village at the tip of a penin-
sula that juts out from the Gulf of
Maine and a good 2 hours from the
interstate.

I am talking about the top of Cad-
illac Mountain. It is the crest of Acadia
National Park, and there is not a
smokestack in sight. Acadia National
Park has had a pollution level this
year on par with Philadelphia.

This is all being created by ozone.
Ozone is created in a complex chemical
reaction due to smokestacks emissions
in the Midwest of exempted and grand-
fathered coal-fired generating plants.
And as it travels through the weather
patterns into the Northeast, along with
the sun and the heat, the combination
creates ozone. So as my colleagues may
know, Maine is in the downwind of
every State, and therein lies the prob-
lem. States upwind of the Northeast,
which may be in attainment, con-
tribute to the ozone pollution in our
region.

With the clean air amendments that
were passed in 1990, Congress acknowl-
edged the phenomenon of pollution
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transport and the political and sci-
entific difficulty of the problem. A
mechanism to find a workable solution
was created. These tools permitted the
EPA to establish the ozone transport
assessment group to recommend ways
to reduce ozone transport in the North-
east.

From these recommendations, EPA
may issue rules requiring States to
tighten ozone control to prevent the
transport of ozone. These are known as
the State implementation plans, or
SIP. In addition, individual States may
petition the EPA to force States sus-
pected of contributing to their problem
to reduce the offending emissions.

I am proud to represent a State that
has been a leader in the attempt to re-
duce ozone pollution, which may be
more commonly known as smog. It
rises when emissions from power plants
and cars combine with heat and sun-
shine. In the Northeast, we have been
reducing our emissions on an average
between 2.5 and 2.6 pounds of emissions
per megawatt hour, whereas in the
Midwest it is still in excess of 6.6
pounds.

In the Northeast, we have complied
with the regulations; we have made the
investments. The industries have gone
ahead and done what they were sup-
posed to have done, and have been at a
competitive disadvantage, but have fol-
lowed the letter of the law. All we are
asking for today, and tomorrow with a
dear colleague to Members here in this
body, and Members in the Senate that
have completed a dear colleague, and
signatures to the EPA, is to enforce
the regulations which they already
have on the books. We are not asking
for any new laws. We are not asking for
any new approaches. We are simply
saying to adhere to the law that is
there.

EPA deserves a pat on the back for
the work that they have done in bring-
ing this issue to the forefront. They
have the administrative capabilities to
implement and to finish the action
which they started. As a matter of
fact, today in a conversation in our of-
fice with the EPA, I was told that they
have promulgated regulations, which I
will submit for the record, which will
take effect on November 30, 1999 and
will allow for a 2- or 3-month window
beyond that time period before they
will require the States to have a plan
to reduce their emissions so that we
can reduce our ozone pollution, so that
we can reduce the threat to respiratory
asthmatics and others with health con-
ditions not to mention the environ-
mental conditions of our land and our
watersheds and the infecting of our
crops where we see that the continued
pollution is causing tremendous eco-
nomic and social and health costs to
all of our citizens.

This is not just within Maine or
within New England. We are looking at
the New Jersey shore, an industrial
park in Newark; we are looking at the
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, a
popular vacation spot on Lake Michi-

gan; we are looking at the remote Door
County in Wisconsin, a popular vaca-
tion get-away in the Midwest, which
has been plagued with twice as many
dirty days as Milwaukee; and the Great
Smoky National Park South by At-
lanta.

So this is a problem that is national
in scope. The EPA has the tools to do
the work. My colleague, the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), has initiated
legislation, and in working towards
that effort, we are going to continue to
put the full focus and force on EPA to
do their work.

Mr. Speaker, I am providing for the
RECORD the information regarding
EPA’s promulgation of a rule.

The EPA expects to promulgate a final
rule based on this proposal on or before No-
vember 30, 1999, when the interim stay ex-
pires. To address the possibility of any delay
of this final rulemaking, however, EPA is
also taking comment on an extension of the
interim final stay of the April 30 NFR in the
event that EPA needs more time to complete
the final rule. The EPA does not expect to
need to promulgate such an extension, but if
it were necessary, EPA anticipates that a
two- or three-month extension should suf-
fice. Providing for a possible extension, if
necessary, ensures that the automatic trig-
ger deadlines now in place will not become
effective through a lapse in the stay before
EPA completes this rulemaking. Under this
schedule, the 3-year compliance schedule for
source subject to an affirmative finding
would still be triggered in time to ensure
that the intended emissions reductions are
achieved by the start of the 2003 ozone sea-
son, as described in the April 30 NFR.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. EHRLICH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EHRLICH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE ‘‘FIRST’’
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, almost
2 years ago, the Congressional Caucus
on Women’s Issues held an important
hearing on the subject of brain develop-
ment from birth to age 3. One witness

said something that day that really hit
home with me. That witness was Dr.
Edward Zigler, the sterling professor of
psychology at Yale University, com-
monly known to all of us as the father
of Head Start. Dr. Zigler said that
there is nothing more important to a
child’s development than the bonding
between the infant and parents during
the first few months after birth.

I remember how I felt listening to Dr.
Zigler that day, because I knew how
few babies get that kind of start in life.
If today’s children are lucky enough to
have both parents living at home,
chances are that both work outside the
home, and it is just too hard, if not im-
possible, for new parents to take time
off from work without pay for very
long after the birth of a new baby.

I decided right then and there that I
would introduce a bill to provide paid
family leave to all parents. First, I met
with Dr. Zigler, however, and got his
support. Since then I have spent 2
years meeting with parents, meeting
with parent and child advocates, meet-
ing with doctors, researchers, business
and labor representatives, and meeting
with my colleagues to figure out what
is the best way to provide wage re-
placement as well as job protection for
new parents.

What I learned is that there is not
one best way to meet the needs of new
parents. In fact, there are many dif-
ferent opportunities to provide this
benefit. Some States are already pro-
viding income-protected leave for new
parents through their temporary dis-
ability insurance plans, such as my
State, California. Several other States
are looking into using a surplus in
their unemployment insurance funds
for this purpose. Others would like to
build on the existing Family and Med-
ical Leave Act. That is why I have in-
troduced the Family Income to Re-
spond to Significant Transitions Insur-
ance, or the FIRST Act, which is a
companion bill to legislation of the
same name introduced by Senator
DODD in the other body.

The FIRST Act gives States an op-
portunity to create paid family leave
programs for new parents as well as
paid leave for other family needs. The
FIRST Act does not tell States how to
provide income-protected leave, but it
helps them carry out the program of
their choice by authorizing $400 million
to share in the cost of providing wage
replacement for new parents.

Mr. Speaker, the recent tragedies in
our Nation’s schools and communities
compel me to ask the question, ‘‘Who
is taking care of our children?’’ We all
know that during those critical first
months it should be the child’s parents,
the child’s mom and the child’s dad.
But families are struggling to make
ends meet, and our children are getting
left behind.

Sure, the Family Medical Leave Act
gives parents the right to take leave
when a new baby joins the family. The
fact is, however, that a recent study
found that nearly two-thirds of the em-
ployees who need family and medical
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leave do not take it because they just
cannot afford to give up that income.
New parents must not be forced to
choose between taking care of their
child financially and taking care of
their child physically and emotionally.
With the FIRST bill we are taking the
first step, the step, to answering the
question, ‘‘Who is taking care of our
children?’’ For new babies, the answer
will be, ‘‘Their parents.’’

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks, and to include extraneous ma-
terial on House Resolution 293.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

SALE OF AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITIES TO TERRORIST
STATES IS UNACCEPTABLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, a
number of us have prepared a letter
that we will be sending tomorrow, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), chairman of the Committee on
International Relations; the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ); the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN); the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WEXLER); the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH); and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).
We are certain many others will sign
tomorrow.

We have prepared a letter, and we are
sending it to the Speaker tomorrow
and it reads as follows: ‘‘Dear Mr.
Speaker, we are deeply concerned
about a controversial section of the
Senate Agriculture Appropriations Bill
which would effectively reverse a quar-
ter century’s worth of steadfast resist-
ance to terrorism. Language inserted
by Senator ASHCROFT would allow the
direct sale of broadly defined agricul-
tural commodities to terrorist States
which have American blood on their
hands.

‘‘We would have thought that by now
Members of Congress would understand
the evil of appeasement and danger of
conducting business as usual with ter-
rorist governments. Americans con-
tinue to suffer attacks by terrorists
and die worldwide, yet certain Mem-
bers of Congress push for trade with
and financing for terrorist States. In-
clusion in the conference report of this
language would underscore a basic lack
of commitment to fight terrorism and
open the door to broader unrestricted
trade with terrorist States.

‘‘The controversial Ashcroft lan-
guage is not included in the House
version of the bill. However, Senate

conferees have rejected earnest efforts
to compromise and, in doing so, have
needlessly made this section increas-
ingly controversial and unacceptable.

‘‘Mr. Speaker, there is more to Amer-
ica than the drive to make money at
any cost. Profit from business with ter-
rorist governments is blood money and
is simply not acceptable.’’

Now, according to the State Depart-
ment’s overview of State-sponsored
terrorism, the 1998, the latest version
available, Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya,
North Korea, Sudan and Syria are the
seven governments that the U.S. Sec-
retary of State has designated as state
sponsors of international terrorism.
They would be the seven states to
which, if this Senate language is
passed, is accepted, we could start sell-
ing to, and financing would be per-
mitted.

According to the State Department,
and I read here, ‘‘Cuba maintains close
ties to other state sponsors of ter-
rorism and leftist insurgent groups and
continues to provide safe haven to a
number of international terrorists.

‘‘Iran continues to plan and conduct
terrorist attacks, including the assas-
sination of dissidents abroad. It sup-
ports a variety of groups that use ter-
rorism to pursue their goals, including
several that opposed the Middle East
Peace Process, by providing varying
degrees of money, training, safe haven
and weapons.

‘‘Iraq provides safe haven to terror-
ists and rejectionist groups, and con-
tinues its efforts to rebuild its intel-
ligence network, which it used pre-
viously to support international ter-
rorism. The leader of the Abu Nidal or-
ganization may have relocated to
Baghdad in late 1998.’’
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Libya harbors suspects in the bomb-
ing of the UTA Flight 772, although
French authorities agreed to try the
six in absentia. Several Middle Eastern
terrorist groups continue to receive
support from Libya, including the PIJ
and the PFLP–GC.

North Korea, though not linked de-
finitively to any act of international
terrorism in the last couple of years,
continues to provide safehaven to ter-
rorists who highjacked a Japanese air-
liner to North Korea.

Sudan provides safehaven to some of
the world’s most violent terrorist
groups, including Usama Bin Ladin’s
al-Qaida, and the Hezbollah, the PIJ,
and the ANO and HAMAS.

The Sudanese Government also re-
fuses to comply with the United Na-
tions Security Council demands that it
hand over for trial fugitives linked to
the assassination attempt against the
president of Egypt.

Syria continues to provide sanctuary
and support for a number of terrorist
groups that seek to disrupt the Middle
East peace process.

These are the states which if that
Senate language remains in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture conference re-

port, if it is included in that conference
report, will be eligible for American
sales and financing from the United
States.

I would remind my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, that it is unreasonable, I
would say naive, to assume that there
will not be a cost, a political cost, as
well as an ethical cost, to be paid for
helping terrorists states.

The American people are not naive.
The American people are not stupid.
The American people are going to re-
ject authorization of American sales
and American financing to terrorist
states.

I wanted tonight, Mr. Speaker, to
take this opportunity to inform my
colleagues and the American people
through C-SPAN of the urgency of the
moment so that they will get in con-
tact immediately with their Members
of Congress here in the House and tell
them, reject the Ashcroft language, re-
ject the pro-terrorism language that
Senator ASHCROFT included in the Sen-
ate agricultural appropriations bill, re-
ject the pro-terrorist state language.

The House continues to insist in that
rejection. The American people need to
make their opinions heard right now.

f

U.S.-SRI LANKA RELATIONS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

COOKSEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to take this opportunity to talk
about the growing relations between
the United States and Sri Lanka, rela-
tions that I hope will be getting more
attention in the near future.

In particular, I wanted to mention
the upcoming visits of two distin-
guished Sri Lankan officials to Wash-
ington, D.C., next week.

At the beginning of this year, I
formed a new bipartisan congressional
caucus on Sri Lanka in an effort to
promote increased dialogue between
our two countries and to be a voice in
Congress for the approximately 100,000
Americans of Sri Lankan descent.

Formerly known as Ceylon, Sri
Lanka is an independent island-nation.
Its territory comprises one of the larg-
est islands in the Indian Ocean, about
the size of West Virginia, lying ap-
proximately 20 miles southeast of the
southernmost tip of India.

This South Asian nation of about 18
million people, a democracy where
both the president and the prime min-
ister are women, continues to work to
strengthen its relations both with
other developing nations and with
major industrial powers like the
United States.

To that end, the president of Sri
Lanka, Mrs. Kumaratunga, will be in
the United States within the next few
days, September 24 to 28, to attend an
annual International Monetary Fund/
World Bank meeting in her capacity as
the chairwoman of the Group of 24 of
the IMF.
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On Sunday, September 26, the Presi-

dent will host a reception here in
Washington. The Group of 24 comprises
a cross-section of countries in Asia, Af-
rica, and Latin America. The Group of
24 seeks to address economic growth-
related issues in the developing coun-
tries and to strengthen their financial
and monetary situation.

Mr. Speaker, while I welcome the
president coming to Washington for
these important international meet-
ings, I would like to see Sri Lanka’s
Head of State return to our Nation’s
capital for a State visit.

Earlier this year I wrote to President
Clinton asking that he formally invite
the president. The last presidential
visit from Sri Lanka to the U.S. was in
1984. President Clinton did respond to
my letter, although he did not commit
to extending such an invitation. How-
ever, as South Asia continues to as-
sume a growing importance in U.S. for-
eign policy considerations, I hope and I
will continue to push for a State visit.

Mr. Speaker, next week Sri Lanka’s
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr.
Kadirgamar, will be making an official
visit to Washington. Our Sri Lankan
Caucus will be setting up a briefing
with our Members and our staff with
the Foreign Minister tentatively sched-
uled for next Thursday. I look forward
to a productive meeting that will ex-
pand the dialogue between our two na-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, bilateral U.S.-Sri
Lanka relations have always been
strong since Sri Lanka won its inde-
pendence from British colonial rule in
1948. In addition to our growing trade
relations, the U.S. and Sri Lanka have
a shared stake in promoting security,
stability, and democracy in South
Asia. Sri Lanka continues to work to
promote tolerance among the various
religious and ethnic communities that
make up its population. It is a country
that shares many of our values, and we
have many common interests that
must continue to be pursued.

Mr. Speaker, I hope next week’s visit
by Sri Lanka’s president and foreign
minister will contribute to this process
of closer relations with the United
States, and I urge my colleagues from
both sides of the aisle to join me in
continuing to work for closer ties be-
tween our two countries.

f

GUN VIOLENCE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I am here tonight again be-
cause we still have not passed legisla-
tion to add direction to the issue of
gun violence in America.

Given that we have been plagued by
gun violence in our schools across the
country, to the most recent shootings
involving Jewish children in Los Ange-
les and members of a Baptist church in

Ft. Worth, Texas, it is clear that there
is an overwhelming need for gun legis-
lation. We have an opportunity as a
body to address this issue.

The juvenile justice bills from the
House and Senate which are currently
in conference committee can provide
the American public with the action
they deserve on this critical issue.

I urge my colleagues to support my
bill, which would require child safety
locks on handguns, a bill which would
require all sellers at gun shows, flea
markets, and other weapon markets to
run an instant background check on
every one of their purchasers, and a
bill which would close the loophole in
the Brady law which would prevent fel-
ons from acquiring guns. We should
also raise the handgun purchase age
from 18 to 21 to effectively protect our
children.

Mr. Speaker, events around the coun-
try illustrate the need for these
changes in our laws to be enacted.
Thirteen children under the age of 19
are killed each day because of guns. In
1996 alone, 4,643 young people were
killed by firearms. Guns cause one in
four deaths of teenagers age 15 to 19.
Firearms are the fourth leading cause
of accidental death among children
ages 5 to 14.

Each year gun violence is getting
worse. From 1984 to 1994, the firearms
homicide rate for 15- to 18-year-olds in-
creased over 200 percent, while the non-
firearm homicide death rate decreased
12.8 percent.

How many more shootings, Mr.
Speaker, must occur before this body
will take substantive action? How
many more children must be slaugh-
tered by guns before we pass laws to
protect them? Is it necessary for every
congressional district within each
State to experience some traumatic,
violent event before we act on the issue
of gun violence?

Gun violence affects all Americans
regardless of age, class, religion, or
socio-economic status. Many countries
around the world do not have the same
level of gun violence as the United
States. This is a problem that has a
clear solution, legislation to stem the
tide of violence that has plagued us as
a Nation.

Mr. Speaker, in my State of Cali-
fornia alone, the number of incidents of
gun violence over the course of 10 years
is unacceptable.

In Berkeley, Kenzo Dix was gunned
down by a 14-year-old schoolmate when
he was accidentally shot when the two
were playing with a pistol. In Los An-
geles, a 14-year-old boy was acciden-
tally shot in the head and killed by a
friend showing off his father’s handgun.
In Oceanside, 4-year-old Christopher
David Holt unintentionally shot and
killed himself with a .357 Magnum re-
volver he discovered in a concealed
compartment at the head of his grand-
father’s bed.

Of the 5,000 children who die each
year because of guns, which averages
out to 13 per day, nearly 500 deaths are
accidental.

My child safety lock act, Mr. Speak-
er, which I introduced in the 105th and
106th Congress, would have prohibited
any person from transferring or selling
a firearm in the United States unless it
is sold with a child safety lock. This
bill and other legislation currently in
the conference committee will address
this issue.

We must have the ability to cross
party lines, Mr. Speaker, forget our po-
litical and ideological differences, and
pass legislation to avoid the continued
senseless bloodshed and loss of inno-
cent lives around our country.

I urge my colleagues to support legis-
lation which will create a safer envi-
ronment for all Americans and pre-
serve the future of our children.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

HURRICANE FLOYD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, two of
us will be talking on the floor and
maybe others will join us later on.

Mr. Speaker, according to FEMA, the
route many take to visit Disney World
in Orlando, Florida, is Interstate 95,
and it was designed to withstand the
500-year flood and more.

When Hurricane Floyd, with its
mighty wind and its rushing waters,
swept through North Carolina, it
caused Interstate 95 to close. Indeed, as
this photo shows, and I will pass a cou-
ple of them so my colleagues can see it,
Highway 301 split in two, washed away,
left impassable.

In fact, initially more than 500 roads
were impassable. Railroad tracks, and I
think my colleagues will see that in
this, railroad tracks were broken up
and rendered unusable. Bridges were
closed. Helicopters or boat, transpor-
tation mediums few in North Carolina,
has been the only means of travel for
many throughout the hurricane im-
pacted areas.

Mr. Speaker, Hurricane Floyd left in
its wake the worst flooding in the his-
tory of the State of North Carolina.
And more rain fell yesterday. The peo-
ple of North Carolina need help. They
need help now. It is not charity they
seek but a chance, a chance to recover,
a chance to restore, a chance to re-
build, a chance to put their lives back
on track. It is the kind of a chance
that we as Americans afford each other
when tragedy of this magnitude
strikes.

At least 42 persons are known dead.
Many more are unaccountable for, still
missing. The Tar, Neuse, Cape Fear,
and Lumber Rivers are all above flood
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stage. Even as the 20 inches of rain
that fell begins to clear, the flooding
remains. Dangerous and powerful cur-
rents are flowing, sweeping citizens
away, like the family of four from
Pinetops, like the 18-wheelers being
driven along I–95, or like the sedan
pushed in the pile of water, at least 4
feet of water, in Wilson, North Caro-
lina.

Thousands and thousands of homes
remain now underwater. Trees are
down. Power remains out for nearly
50,000 households. Now, that is down
from the more than 1.5 million that
were initially without electricity.
Water and sewage systems are in dis-
repair. Shelters are housing thousands
of citizens.

Today the FEMA director said in
North Carolina there are 35,000 homes
affected. More than 100,000 hogs have
been lost, 2.4 million chickens, 500 tur-
keys killed. Disease and contamination
is a real and dangerous threat, as ani-
mals’ carcasses clutter the roads.

Coffins dredged up by the flooding
have been seen floating in Goldsboro
and Wilson. Gasoline from flooded sta-
tions is now in the water. Industrial
waste is mixing with the other toxic
material, creating an unsafe and un-
sanitary health environment.
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Yet among all this tragedy there are
bright spots. The President released
more than 520 million to FEMA to ad-
dress immediate needs, then visit my
district last Monday, and my col-
leagues joined me there, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE)
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. PRICE). The President’s visit
brought hope even to those who were
hopeless, and we appreciate the effort
of FEMA to provide the ready made
meals ready to eat, ice, blankets,
water, temporary housing, grants and
loans, and emergency generators. We
also appreciate the hundreds and hun-
dreds of individuals from around this
country who are on the grounds help-
ing us out. The private sector is also
responding. Red Cross has opened more
than 49 shelters in our State. The Sal-
vation Army has 31 mobile kitchens.

Yet much more, much more help and
support is needed from citizens around
this country and from my colleagues
right here. That is why, Mr. Speaker, I
intend to join with Members of Con-
gress on a bipartisan basis from other
impacted areas to try to send a legisla-
tive package for further relief for the
President to sign. As a part of that
package, we need to update the law so
that farmers and small business per-
sons can be treated in a way that actu-
ally help them to recover. Actually
more loans may not do that because
many of them will indeed not survive.

Farmers and fishermen are among
those who have been hit the hardest by
Hurricane Floyd. Our loss already to
date we know in North Carolina ex-
ceeds more than $1.3 billion. We will,
therefore, need more resources, and

that will also be a part of the legisla-
tive package.

Mr. Speaker, the people of North
Carolina are resilient, and we will
come back from the situation, but we
will need the help of all America, and,
Mr. Speaker, I urge America and my
colleagues that in the spirit of North
Carolina to work with us, and I thank
Americans who have helped and re-
spond to us, and I urge my colleagues
to be responsive to the need.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. TOWNS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TOWNS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
NORTH CAROLINA NEEDS THE HELP OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank you for this opportunity, and, as
my colleague from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON) has just shared with us,
I want to talk for a few minutes about
some of the real damage that has af-
fected not only my district, but my
State, and the truth is some of this can
be said for a number of other States
and communities up and down the east
coast.

I have here with me this evening
three charts. The first one is a chart
from Wilson County. That is some-
where over 100 to 110 homes there, what
we would call mobile homes or trailer
homes in North Carolina and across the
country. But as you can see, the early
stages, all of these homes are under
water in some form, and all of them,
all, had to be removed and spent their
time in shelters.

As bad as this looks, in some places
in eastern North Carolina tonight
there are thousands of citizens of our
State who went into shelters on
Wednesday night, one week ago, fear-
ing the worst from Hurricane Floyd,
not realizing that a week later they
would be there, and fears greater than
they had ever anticipated have been re-
alized. Not only have they been in shel-
ters with people they did not know,
they are in shelters with their children
and with people who, many of whom

have not had an opportunity for a bath
in a week, but with the help of federal
and State and the good graces of indi-
viduals they have been fed, they have
been provided a place to stay, and as
bad as the conditions are in some
places, people are scrambling to help
make it better with FEMA’s help. And
I must, this evening, pay tribute to Di-
rector Witt who, I think he and his
people have just done an outstanding
job in coordinating it.

They had no idea that a week later
they would have, in some cases, no
home to go home to, no jobs to accept
when they went back because the busi-
nesses they worked for were gone. If
they happen to be farmers, their farms
are under water. All the crops this year
are gone because in North Carolina we
had a bad drought this summer, and
what crops were left are now totally
under water and gone.

If they happen to have been a tobacco
farmer and were able to salvage some-
thing, those tobacco barns are under
water, and what little tobacco they had
in those barns, they are under water.
Their tractors, all their equipment and
in some cases their homes, their cloth-
ing, and the only thing many of them
had when they left were the clothes on
their back.

It is a tough situation, and in some
cases places in my district are still
under water, but in places east of us
are even worse. There are whole houses
under water, and the water has not yet
subsided a week later.

This is an additional photograph
taken also in Wilson County. As you
can see, this was a commercial build-
ing, but behind it was supposed to have
been farm land. It looks like a lake. I
cannot tell you what kind of crops
were in it because they are under
water.

This is a photograph of one of the
towns. I traveled on Monday with the
President and a number of other people
from the district and Secretaries to
Tarboro and over to Pitt County where
the East Carolina University is, and
today they are facing the brunt of it
because the tidewaters have almost
reached their high point.

And for those who would think that
when we talk of hurricanes they think
of the coastline of North Carolina
which sticks out; they were talking
about the coast. I remind folks that
these are areas that have never been
affected by flood, some of them not for
500 years that we know of. They are
above the 500-year flood plain, and they
are flooded.

Most of these people do not have
flood insurance because there was no
reason to have it. They have lost their
businesses; in some cases, their homes;
and as I said earlier, every single thing
that they hold dear with their memo-
ries. Fortunately for most of them,
they still are alive.

We have lost a lot of life. Tonight
there will be more that will lose their
life before it is over with, and we will
find them when the waters go down.
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But there are some good stories.
On Monday, some people were on a

boat checking houses; and they heard
someone tapping, a noise on a roof of a
house. They crawled up on the house
because the boat went right up to it.
They knocked a hole in the roof of the
house, and out crawled 11 people.

As water started to rise and rising so
fast, the people in the house went up,
and they kept going up, and they fi-
nally went up in the attic, and there
was nowhere else to go; and they were
trapped.

So there are stories of saving lives
and heroism from all the groups you
could think of from firemen, to rescue
squads, to FEMA, to all groups. I will
not try to list them this evening, but
they deserve a great deal of credit; and
as the gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. CLAYTON) said, the people in
North Carolina are not unlike the peo-
ple anywhere in America. They are
tough folks. They will bounce back,
but they need help.

There is a reason we call them Tar
Heels. They stick to it, and they get
things done. They are tough people.

But we are going to need this Con-
gress to take action on a disaster bill
before we go home. Our farmers will
not be able to plant next year if they
do not get help. They have lost every-
thing. Many of our business people will
not be able to continue and provide
jobs, and thousands and thousands of
people have lost their home and every-
thing they have.

I call on this Congress to take the ac-
tion that we would take for anyone
else in America. We have responded to
world crises, it is now time to respond
to those of us in North Carolina.

f

THE HIGH COST OF PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say, first of all, after listening to my
colleagues from North Carolina, that
the rest of us in this Chamber feel
deeply about the plight of so many peo-
ple in North Carolina who have suf-
fered greatly through Hurricane Floyd
and the resulting floods. No area of the
country, Mr. Speaker, has been hit as
hard even though people all up and
down the East coast have suffered from
this tragedy, and I know that I and
other colleagues of mine are deter-
mined to do what we can to make sure
that North Carolinians get the kind of
assistance that they need and deserve
after this tragedy.

We are here tonight to talk about an-
other situation that calls for action by
this Congress, and that has to do with
the high cost of prescription drugs for
seniors in this country. Thirty-seven
percent of our seniors in America have
no coverage at all for their prescription

drugs. To be sure, they are on Medi-
care, which is a Federal health care
program; they are all on Medicare. But
Medicare does not provide for prescrip-
tion drug coverage; and so many people
are struggling, trying to figure out how
to pay the electric bill or the rent or
buy food and still take the drugs that
their doctors tell them they have to
take.

I started hearing about this issue
shortly after I was elected to Congress,
and whenever I talk to seniors groups I
might start out talking about Medicare
reform or Social Security reform, but
pretty soon we wound up talking about
prescription drugs because it was a
daily worry for so many people who
thought that when they retired they
would have enough money to make
ends meet. But many of them do not.

I have had people write to me and say
that between themselves and their hus-
band they have $600 a month in pre-
scription drug expenses and they only
have $1300 or $1350 in a Social Security
check. The math does not work; they
cannot do it. I have had women write
to me and say I do not want my hus-
band to know, but I am not taking my
prescription medication because he is
sicker than I am, and we cannot both
afford to take our medications.

So last year when the Democratic
staff on the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight came to me and
said we would like to do a study for
you of some kind in your district to
call attention to a problem or to deal
with an issue that you think needs at-
tention, I asked them to do a study on
prescription drugs, and the results
were astonishing.

What we found is that for the 5 or the
10, makes no difference, for the 5 most
commonly prescribed prescription
drugs for seniors, seniors, on average,
pay twice as much for their medica-
tions as the pharmaceutical company’s
best customers. The best customers are
HMOs, hospital chains, and yes, the
Federal Government itself.

And let us take a look before turning
to some of my colleagues who are here
with me tonight, let us just take a look
at the chart which shows a comparison
between the average retail price that
older Americans pay in my First Dis-
trict in Maine compared to the prices
that the drug companies charge their
most-favored customers. Whether you
pick Zocor or Norvasc or Prilosec or
Procardia XL or Zoloft, in any event,
when you add those up, the average
price differential in my district when
this was taken last year is over 100 per-
cent. Seniors are paying twice as much
for their drugs as the drug company’s
best customers.

A subsequent study showed that sen-
iors in Maine pay 72 percent more than
citizens in Canada for the same drugs,
same amount, same quantity, and they
pay 102 percent more than Mexicans do
for their medications, same drug, same
quantity, same quality.

That study has now been replicated
in a number of areas around the coun-

try, and with me tonight are the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) who
has done a lot of work on this issue,
been a leader on the prescription drug
issue, and the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. THURMAN) who has had a
study done in her district and is work-
ing hard to make sure that seniors get
the kind of coverage they deserve.
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Before turning over to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN), I
would say as a result of these studies
we all worked together and developed
legislation called the Prescription
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act, H.R. 664,
which has 125 cosponsors in the House.
This is a bill that creates no new Fed-
eral bureaucracy. It involves virtually
no expense to the Federal Government,
but it puts the Federal Government on
the side of seniors on Medicare; in fact,
all Medicare beneficiaries.

Basically, the Federal Government
would negotiate reduced prices for sen-
iors as a block. The legislation is very
simple. It allows pharmacies to buy
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries at the
best price given to the Federal Govern-
ment. We think this would probably
lead to price reductions for seniors in
their prescription medication by up to
40 percent, at virtually no cost to the
Federal Government, with no new Fed-
eral bureaucracy.

This is a bill that is simple, cost-free,
but the opposition is unbelievable. We
will get into the opposition and the big
money opposition that is trying to stop
this legislation.

I would now like to yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN), who has been working very hard
to make sure that her constituents in
Florida get the benefit of the kinds of
reduced prices for seniors that we know
we can achieve.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), first of all, for
yielding time but also for his leader-
ship on this piece of legislation. I think
many of us would like to kick our-
selves because the idea is so easy that
we did not think of it before he arrived
here. It is so simple in the fact that we
do this in other parts of our govern-
ment already. We do it in the Veterans
Administration. They actually go out
and use their force of being large buy-
ers for medicine and they are out there
and they are actually contracting with
the pharmaceutical companies a re-
duced price for veterans in this country
because they have so many people that
they can negotiate for; no different
than an insurance company does, no
different than an HMO does, no dif-
ferent than, quite frankly, in another
part of our government that is already
doing this in the State of Florida, Med-
icaid does it. No different.

It is just these are people that are
covered by an insurance that the gov-
ernment actually has control over.

So when the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) brought up this issue in
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Maine, some of us went to the com-
mittee and said we would like to look
at those same issues within our dis-
tricts. So we used the same medicines.
We talked with chain stores. We talked
with our private pharmacists and
asked them to give us some ideas of
what these costs were. Basically, we
had the same kind of results.

Now, something, though, that I think
is so important in this issue is these
are drugs that are life sustaining.
These are not drugs that are something
that a person does not have to have.
They are not vitamins. They are not
these type of things. For many people
these are life-sustaining. I mean, we
are talking about cholesterol. We are
talking high blood pressure. We are
talking heart problems. All of these
issues become so passionate to these
folks, and it is not just about whether
they can choose between food or not.
These people are also doing some dam-
age to themselves in the fact that they
might, in fact, take only a half a pill
for the day or they may take their pre-
scription three times a week instead of
five times a week. So what we end up
doing by not having any kind of cov-
erage at all is we are actually pro-
moting sickness within the most vul-
nerable part of our population because
without them taking this medicine,
they become sick; they go into the hos-
pitals, and the next thing we know we
have Medicare even picking up a higher
cost for these drugs and for these sen-
iors.

So we did the exact same thing. Mine
is even different from Maine, which ac-
tually astonishes me. The same drug
companies, the same folks we are try-
ing to cover, same drugs, same compa-
nies, whole thing and we have in some
cases as much as a difference for those
people who in fact get to be a preferred
customer, who are those folks that
happen to have insurance, actually end
up with ours with Zocor was like $34.80
for their preferred customer and the
average price for the senior that has no
coverage is $103.19. That comes out to
197 percent difference in cost.

If we look at ulcer medicine, $59.10
for preferred customers compared to
$115.71; high blood pressure, $59.71 as a
preferred customer to $115.41, 93 per-
cent difference; heart problems, $68.35,
average price for seniors, $129.45; de-
pression, $115.70 compared to $216.44 for
the seniors. That is 87 percent. Overall,
the price differential becomes 112 per-
cent.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) referred to an issue dealing
with Mexico and Canada, but before I
go into that, because those numbers
are just as astonishing, I think the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER)
has some letters and some things that
actually kind of sum up a lot of how
these people are feeling, and then once
they find out what is happening to
them by the drug companies they are
saying, wait a minute, why am I not a
preferred customer? I am part of the 39
million people who are on Medicare.

My government should use its full faith
and credit to give me the same oppor-
tunity to have my government nego-
tiate with pharmaceutical companies
just like we give the opportunity for
everybody else in this country.

This is such a passionate issue.
Mr. ALLEN. It should be a matter of

some passionate concern for all of us
because our seniors out there are not
getting by, a great many of them.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER), who
has been battling away on this issue
since the middle of last year and has
really done yeoman’s work as far as
making sure that the people in his dis-
trict and really around the country un-
derstand the effect that these high
prices are having on seniors and what
we need to do about it.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I really
appreciate the leadership that the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
THURMAN) have given to this issue. It
seems like this is an issue that con-
tinues to gain momentum.

I know we have been talking about
this issue for well over a year, when we
first introduced the legislation in the
105th Congress and then we came back
with the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. BERRY), reintroduced it in the
106th, and it is good to know that we
now have over 125 that have joined
with us. I have full confidence that
that number will continue to grow be-
cause this is not an issue that is hard
to explain.

The American people and our senior
citizens understand full well that the
price of prescription drugs are too
high.

I brought with me tonight a few let-
ters that I have just received in just
the last few weeks, a continuation of
mail that all of us get about this sub-
ject, particularly from our senior citi-
zens. It is an issue that hits real close
to home. In fact, the first time that we
introduced this legislation in the 105th
Congress I went around to pharmacies
all across my district and I went there
because pharmacists have understood
this problem for years. They have even
fought the big drug manufacturers in
court, with little success, I might add,
trying to end the practice of price dis-
crimination that was exhibited on the
charts by my colleagues here tonight.

I met with a lady in Orange, Texas,
that I will never forget. She became
the subject of a newspaper article in
the Houston Chronicle. Her name is
Frances Staley, a lovely lady, 84 years
old and blind. She came to my little
meeting there at the pharmacy because
that is where she trades and she heard
I was coming to town. She just came
by to say how much she appreciated
the efforts we were making in the Con-
gress to try to hold down the cost of
prescription drugs. She spends most of

her Social Security check every month
on her prescription medication. She
takes 14 different medicines. She told
me that she really hoped that we could
pass this bill. It would mean a lot to
her.

This bill is not only for Mrs. Staley.
It is for people like Joe and Billie
O’Leary in Silsbee, who recently wrote
me about the fact that they spend
more than $400 a month on prescription
medications. It is about folks like Ar-
chie and Lena Davidson of Vidor who
came up to me in a town meeting that
I had just in the month of August. I
went around to 70 of my communities
and at every stop I talked about this
issue. These folks knew I was coming
and they brought by a computer print-
out of their prescription drug bill that
they had incurred at their local phar-
macy since January. It is just shocking
to look at the expenses that they have
incurred; $3,526 for both Mr. and Mrs.
Davidson since the first of the year.
They said they really hoped that we
could pass this bill.

Another couple that wrote me re-
cently, Charles and Louise Ashford,
spend $370 every month for 7 prescrip-
tion drugs. They wrote a very long let-
ter that really said a whole lot about
the importance of this issue to our sen-
ior citizens. They wrote, and I want to
read a part of their letter, most of the
elderly have several ailments that re-
quire several prescriptions per month.
The best and latest treatments for
some ailments and diseases are priced
out of the range for many of us on
Medicare. Some treatments are avail-
able only for those who can afford it. I
have found the problem is not that the
older people want free medicine. They
want medicine priced reasonably so
they can afford it. What good is re-
search and finding cures for diseases if
a larger part of our population cannot
afford the medicine for the cure? I feel
our government has failed the elderly
and those in bad health in this country
for not capping the price of medicine.
Some of the most wealthy people in the
world are those owning pharmaceutical
companies. They are allowed in the
U.S.A to charge whatever for their
medicine. That should be medicine
that should be available at a reason-
able price. We all know that the same
medicines are cheaper in Canada and
Mexico. Many of our elderly are widows
whose husbands worked when wages
were much lower than now and do not
get much of a retirement check or So-
cial Security. They write, I think some
of our legislators have lost touch with
reality if they are not aware of the
high cost of medicine.

Mrs. O’Leary said in her letter that
she and her husband are rather
healthy. They do not take heart medi-
cine, stroke medicine, cancer medicine
but they still spend close to $100 every
month for her medications and over
$300 a month for her husband’s. She
wrote, the people who are having to
pay the high costs are the ones least
able to pay. Let us be fair to all.
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Please, she writes, try to cap the prices
pharmaceutical companies are allowed
to charge. Then we can all afford to
pay for our own medicine.

Listen to the closing paragraph,
which I think kind of says it all from
our senior citizens. She writes, our
generation worked hard. We, through
our taxes and our efforts, helped pay
for schools, public buildings, highways,
bridges and helped pave the way for
those now young. In the prime of our
lives we fought in the wars for this
country and to keep our country free.
We believe our country is big enough,
with all of the resources, to provide
reasonable health care and affordable
medicine for all.

That is the message that this Con-
gress needs to hear, and I really do
think that it is time for more of our
colleagues to join with us to address
this very, very serious problem.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Mrs. THURMAN. I would say to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER), to
go back to the letter, that kind of goes
into this segment about what has hap-
pened with the U.S. and Canada and
Mexico, and I know the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) has a scenario
that actually happened in his district
and then we have, again, the studies
that have been done for and showing
the differences between Canada, Mex-
ico and our districts, which are, again,
I think, pretty profound in the dif-
ferences. Maybe just a few of them,
again, use the same drugs; Canada’s
price for Zocor was $46.00. Mexican
price was $67.00, and Florida’s price was
$103.00. It goes down the same way all
the way through there again. It is the
same thing. We are paying more. We
actually pay about 81 percent dif-
ference in Florida from Canada and
about 79 percent difference from Mex-
ico.

b 2115

So we think that is interesting.
Mr. Speaker, it just seems to me that

when we talk about this issue, because
we have these border States, and peo-
ple are very aware of what is going on
in other countries and the cost of this
medicine, it even makes it more pro-
found, and as the gentleman has seen
in his own district what is going on,
again, it is just another example of
what these folks are feeling.

The second thing that I would point
out is that when she talks about the
fact that we have enough money to do
this, this is exactly what the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) said,
and what we have talked about in all of
our meetings of this, this is budget-
neutral. If we just did this, with no
cost to the Federal Government, stay-
ing within the idea that we are trying
to keep our budgets balanced, we are
still talking 40 percent that could be
reduced for these drugs without any
kind of a benefit.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I have al-
ways thought that that was one of the
best things about this piece of legisla-
tion, because it simply asks for fair-
ness in drug pricing. It has no cost to
the Federal Government. Ms. O’Leary
referred to the fact that she felt we
ought to cap drug prices. Well, actu-
ally, we do not even cap drug prices in
this legislation. We simply say to the
big drug manufacturers, it is time to
stop the kind of discriminatory pricing
practices that we have exhibited
through these studies.

I have had many pharmacists tell me
that they are really very proud of what
we are trying to do because as most of
us know, particularly those of us who
live in rural areas, independent phar-
macists are a dying breed. Many people
wonder, why is the drugstore on the
corner no longer there. Well, the rea-
son is the subject we are talking about
tonight, because the big drug manufac-
turers have put them in a very difficult
financial position by charging the
wholesalers they have to buy from
higher prices than the big drug manu-
facturers charge the big HMOs and the
big hospital chains; and that price dis-
crimination has worked to the dis-
advantage of any individual who shops
in a local pharmacy in their hometown.
Mr. Speaker, 60 percent of all prescrip-
tion drugs are purchased by senior citi-
zens, so the bottom line is those least
able to pay in our society are being
asked by the big drug manufacturers to
pay the highest prices of anyone.

I had an e-mail from a pharmacist
just a few days ago. He said, ‘‘Dear
Congressman TURNER, I am pleased to
see you are making efforts to address
the high cost of prescription medica-
tions for our senior citizens. Being a
registered pharmacist for 20 years, and
having parents in the targeted age
group, I am very aware of this prob-
lem.’’

So our pharmacists know what has
been going on, and our senior citizens
are beginning to understand that it is
the big drug manufacturers that are
causing them to pay much higher
prices than they should be paying for
prescription drugs.

I yield to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. Allen).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments, be-
cause I think they are completely ac-
curate in terms of how we analyze this
particular problem. We have been talk-
ing about the problem tonight and
what our seniors are going through,
and I thought it would be worthwhile
to come back to the legislation just for
a moment and talk about the prescrip-
tion Drug Fair necessary for seniors
act, H.R. 664.

What we have done here is outlined
the principal points of this legislation.
It allows pharmacies to buy drugs for
Medicare beneficiaries at the best price
given to the Federal Government. That
may be a price that the Federal Gov-
ernment negotiates through the vet-
erans administration or through Med-
icaid or some other program.

In other words, what it really does is
give seniors the benefit of the same
discount received by hospitals, big
HMOs, and the Federal Government
itself. As we have said, it does not in-
crease Federal spending, it does not es-
tablish a new Federal bureaucracy, and
it would reduce prescription drug
prices for Medicare beneficiaries by as
much as 40 percent.

So why is not everyone on this bill?
That has to do with the nature of the
pharmaceutical industry, with the role
of money in politics, and we will get to
that. But first, I think we could agree
that there is another kind of proposal
out there which is also needed, and I
know all of us support, and that is a
prescription drug benefit under Medi-
care. A discount is not enough; we need
a benefit under Medicare as well, be-
cause even with this discount, there
will be those who still struggle to pay
for their prescription drugs.

What is then interesting about the
pharmaceutical industry is it opposes,
it opposes the discount approach; it op-
poses a prescription drug benefit under
Medicare unless, they say, unless Medi-
care is changed dramatically, unless
Medicare essentially is turned over to
HMOs.

Let us talk for just a moment about
this chart.

We have talked about seniors who
can barely afford to buy their prescrip-
tion drugs, some who cannot afford to
buy their prescription drugs, some who
take one pill out of three or skip whole
weeks entirely when they seem to be
feeling relatively good. No doctor
would recommend that course of treat-
ment.

On the other side of this struggle is
the pharmaceutical industry. Now, the
interesting thing about the pharma-
ceutical industry which claims that if
this legislation passed they would not
be able to do research and development
at the same level and seniors would be
hurt and new drugs would not be devel-
oped, is that when we look at all of the
industries in this country, all of them,
this is the single most profitable indus-
try in the country.

In this Fortune 500 analysis, the
pharmaceutical industry is first in re-
turn on revenues, first in return on as-
sets, first in return on equity. In other
words, to simplify it, no matter how we
calculate profits, this is the most prof-
itable industry in the country, and the
problem we are talking about is real
simple.

The most profitable industry in the
country is charging the highest prices
in the world to people who can least af-
ford it. That is why we are here; that is
why the system has got to change, and
that is why we are doing everything we
can to make sure that it does change.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I just want to fol-
low up on the gentleman’s comment
about the big drug manufacturers’ op-
position to having any prescription
drug coverage under the Medicare pro-
gram. I think it is pretty apparent to
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those others who have studied this
issue a little while why they have such
strong opposition. They know that if
we ever have a prescription drug cov-
erage under Medicare, the Government
is not going to pay those exorbitantly
high prices that our senior citizens are
having to pay today in their local phar-
macies.

So they are afraid of any suggestion
that there be any coverage for prescrip-
tion drugs under Medicare, and the
truth of the matter is, the problem
that we have addressed in this legisla-
tion could be solved by the big drug
manufacturers themselves. In fact, we
know that most of our senior citizens
understand that even the Government
gets cheaper prices than they do. The
Government is a big purchaser.

We buy prescription drugs for our
veterans that are prescribed for them
through the Veterans’ Administration
health care programs, and if we could
just get those kind of prices for our
senior citizens, we could see prices go
down 30 and 40 percent. So the big drug
companies know that their pricing
practices over the last few years, which
have gotten worse and worse and worse
in terms of the discriminatory nature
of them, has been the cause of the leg-
islation we have brought forward. If
they really did what is right, they
could solve the problem themselves,
because they are the ones that set
these discriminatory prices, which has
resulted in our seniors paying the high-
est prices of anyone.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. No one here
created this price structure; the indus-
try created this price structure. They
have just decided that they are going
to get whatever they can out of Cana-
dians and Mexicans and HMOs and hos-
pitals, and then they have decided that
they would set prices so that the high-
est prices in the world are paid by sen-
iors, especially those seniors who do
not have any coverage for their pre-
scription drugs, and that is 37 percent
of all of the seniors in the country. And
there is another 8 percent with really
inadequate coverage.

Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman
would yield, that probably is going
down, or that number is going up, be-
cause we have now just seen over the
past couple of years the draw-out of
the Medicare Plus programs, which are
the HMO, Medicare programs that, in
fact, had some kind of a prescription
drug benefit, and many of those are
being taken out of a lot of counties
these days across this country. So we
could potentially see that number go
up.

I think we ought to talk about this
when we get into this opposition. We
now have the facts out; we know that
they are first in every possible way we
can slice it, and then what happens to
us is we get these comments being
made to us: well, you know, if you do
this, we are going to stop research, and
we are going to stop people having a
longer life because we won’t have the

research out there for this medicine,
biotech. All of these folks are giving us
these scare tactics. I think if either of
the gentlemen can respond to this, or I
certainly can, to kind of keep this
going in a dialogue here, it is amazing
what we found out with what happened
in 1984 and what happened again in 1990
when some of these issues were brought
up.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. TURNER.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, our Pre-
scription Drug Task Force that we all
serve on, we had a meeting a few
months ago where we had a presen-
tation from a gentleman who had done
extensive research at a respected uni-
versity regarding the pricing practices
in other countries, and it was inter-
esting to note that we in the United
States were the only country in the en-
tire developed world that does not have
some restraint on pricing practices of
big pharmaceutical companies.

Well, that being the case, I guess it
should be no surprise to us that we in
the United States are paying the high-
est prices of anyone in the world for
prescription drugs. I think there is
going to come a point in time, and I
think it is coming sooner than later,
that the American people are going to
rise up and they are going to say, we
are tired of it. We are tired of sub-
sidizing the prescription drug pur-
chases of everybody else in the world,
and we want some prescription drug
fairness.

So when we are looking at the data
that clearly shows us that there is
price discrimination worldwide work-
ing to our disadvantage and price dis-
crimination within our own country,
that is resulting in everyone at the re-
tail pharmacy level paying the highest
prices of anyone, I think it is time to
wake up and for us to do something
about it.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, we prob-
ably should talk for a moment about
the nature of the opposition and what
is happening right now.

Well, several things. People have
probably noticed a set of television ads
running all across this country fea-
turing Flo. Flo is a bowler, and in
these ads, she is urging us all to pay at-
tention to what is going on in the de-
bate on this issue and making it clear,
as she said, that ‘‘I don’t want big Gov-
ernment in my medicine cabinet.’’

Now, if we want to know who pays
for Flo, it is some group called the
Citizens for Better Medicare. Well, here
is one, here is a full-page ad run in a
local paper here in Washington, and
Flo is featured in television ads. Citi-
zens For a Better Medicare is deliv-
ering a message, and that message is,
we want the right kind of Medicare re-
form, and only the right kind of Medi-
care reform.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, do we know who
is paying for these ads?

Mr. ALLEN. We do, Mr. Speaker.
Guess who is paying for them? It turns

out it is the pharmaceutical industry.
Is that not surprising?

What has happened is the coalition,
it is called Citizens for Better Medi-
care, it includes the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, the United
States Chamber of Commerce, the
United Seniors Association, and the
National Kidney Cancer Association.
The executive director of this coali-
tion, until just recently, was working
for PRMA, the Pharmaceutical Re-
search and Manufacturers of America.
That is the industry association for the
pharmaceutical industry.

In this recent story, a person named
Martin Corey, who works for AARP,
was criticizing these advertisements
and I quote what he said in this article
in The New York Times.
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He said, ‘‘This phony coalition, cre-

ated and financed by the pharma-
ceutical industry, is what we have
come to expect from drug companies
over the last decade. Fundamentally,
they are in favor of the status quo,
which leaves millions of older Ameri-
cans without drug coverage.’’

Now, I know that the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) has some
points to make, but we really need to
understand the role of money in poli-
tics. What the pharmaceutical industry
is doing is taking this, and this is an
industry that is near the top in lob-
bying contributions, it is near the top
in campaign contributions, both money
to candidates and soft money to the
national parties. Now they are running
up to a $30 million national media cam-
paign basically to make sure that no
discount approach is enacted and no
Medicare prescription drug benefit is
enacted by this Congress. This industry
wants the status quo, or, alternatively,
it wants to turn over Medicare to
HMOs.

I say to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. THURMAN), she was just point-
ing out that as recently as July 1,
340,000 people in Medicare HMO plans
were simply dropped by the plans be-
cause it was not economically profit-
able to cover them, just dropped. Mil-
lions of other Americans who were in
these Medicare managed care plans are
having their prescription drug benefits
cut arbitrarily because the company is
not making enough money, so they cut
the prescription drug benefits. That is
not a system that works for our sen-
iors, and that is why we need to change
it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. I absolutely agree,
Mr. Speaker. I do want to go back to
this issue, because it kinds of goes
along with Flo and others out there,
other kinds of ads we are hearing about
research.

One of the things she mentioned in
the very beginning was, I could not
walk without pain, but thanks to new
medicines, which gives us the connota-
tion that there are not going to be any
new medicines out there.
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What we have found in some of this

research was that in 1984 there was a
piece of legislation called the Waxman-
Hatch bill that in fact the pharma-
ceutical companies came in and said,
you cannot do this because we are
going to increase the availability of ge-
neric drugs, and if you do that, we are
going to have more competition be-
tween brand name drugs, and we are
going to have to cut research and de-
velopment.

In those years, if I remember these
correctly, it went from $4.1 billion to
$4.4 billion in that period of time from
1984 to 1990. Then, in 1990, we did a re-
bate program. In the rebate program,
again the pharmaceutical companies
came up and said, oh, no, you cannot
do that, cannot do that. We are not
going to be able to have research and
development.

Since 1990, we now went from $8.4 bil-
lion to $18.9 billion. But there is some
more interesting information that has
to go with that, and this cannot be
overlooked. First of all, in the last four
appropriations in the Congress for NIH,
the funding in NIH has gone up more
than any other budget in this country,
by 5, 6, 7 percent, because we under-
stand and believe there needs to be an
investment in research. We understand
that. We are not closing our eyes to the
fact that we want good research in this
country.

Now, who is the recipient of this re-
search? Who is the one who gets the
contract after we give NIH the money
to do the research? Pharmaceutical
companies, can Members imagine? So
they are actually taking some of the
government money we are giving them
for research and using it.

The problem is, we never get any of
that money back. No, they get a pat-
ent, and in that patent we extended it
for 20 years, so we cannot even have
any competition for these folks. So we
have a pharmaceutical company that
gets part of their funding from NIH.

I happen to have a huge university in
my district, the University of Florida,
a teaching hospital. They are wonder-
ful. They do great research. They have
had on-the-cusp engineering research
kinds of things they have done in medi-
cine. They, too, then are helpful to the
pharmaceutical companies.

So it is not like they are having to
come up with this research money on
their own, they are actually getting
help from their government, they are
getting help from their university sys-
tems, both public and private, and they
reap all of the benefit, and, according
to the gentleman’s chart over there, all
of the profits.

Then they come to us and say, oh,
you cannot do any of this. We are going
to keep gouging the most vulnerable
people. I do not get it. I do not know
why our colleagues are not on this
piece of legislation, because this is just
perfect kinds of stuff that prove that
over and over again it becomes a spin
game and who is going to win.

I do not have $30 million to do an ad-
vertising campaign. The only voice

that I have is the voice that was given
to me as an elected official, and that is
to bring this to the floor of the House
to raise the consciousness level of this
country and have them understand why
this issue is so important, and the un-
fairness of what is going on in these
price activities today.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
thought the gentlewoman brought up a
very important point when the gentle-
woman mentioned the patent law.

I find it amusing to watch these ads
featuring Flo that are paid for by the
big pharmaceutical manufacturers, and
Flo raises her finger and she says, I do
not want government in my medicine
chest. Well, the truth is, as the gentle-
woman pointed out, government is in
her medicine chest, because the laws of
the United States protect those drug
companies from competition because
we, under law, grant them a 17-year-
patent on their medicines that they are
always up here fighting to get ex-
tended. That law guarantees them a
monopoly over the drug that they have
done the research to create and bring
to the market.

Frankly, I think that is a good law,
because the purpose of the patent law
is to encourage the development of new
drugs, new cures, and we have seen
many of them in recent years. In fact,
back when the Medicare program was
first put in place in the mid sixties, no-
body thought about covering prescrip-
tion drugs because it was a very small
part of our total health care costs. But
today prescription drugs are a major
part of all of our health care costs, and
that is why the problem we are talking
about tonight is such a serious one for
senior citizens, particularly those who
are on fixed incomes.

I think what I would like to do, if we
had the millions of dollars that the big
drug manufacturers have, I would like
to put my constituent that I talked
about earlier, Ms. Daley from Orange,
Texas, on TV. She would tell a dif-
ferent story than Flo. Or the lady that
I read the letter from just a few min-
utes ago, Ms. O’Leary, I believe she
could handle herself in debating Flo.

She is the one that said in her letter,
‘‘What good is research and finding
cures for diseases if a large part of our
population cannot afford the medicine
for the cure?’’ I think the senior citi-
zens of the country get it. I really
never have paid a whole lot of atten-
tion to those expensive ads that fea-
tured Flo, because I think the people
out there watching those ads are
smarter than that.

Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, it is not just
about seniors, Mr. Speaker. When we
listen to the families of the seniors
that are trying to put their kids
through college or trying just to make
a mortgage payment or have a car, who
are having to help out, they do not
want their parents sick. They do not
want them to go without the medicine
that is needed to keep their life sus-

tained. They want their parents to be
able to enjoy their grandchildren. They
want them there. It is an important
part of our whole family fabric in this
country.

But we are denying everybody a
chance, then, through the family struc-
ture to enjoy their parents’ last time
in their senior years. So it goes way be-
yond just the seniors.

I went to an editorial board meeting,
just about this. It was very interesting,
because the woman I talked to said to
me, she said, I had this friend. She did
not take her blood pressure medicine,
and I asked her why. She said, my cat
had to go to the veterinarian. As we
got through the end of it, I found out it
was her mother. She said, why didn’t
you call me? I would have gotten your
medicine for you? But the mother was
proud, did not want to take money.
She was worried about her cat, so that
was the decision she made. I know that
may not be the choice that everybody
would make, but certainly it was for
her.

So here is a daughter who is now hav-
ing to help out or wants to help out, it
is not even a matter of having to, and
not because of those reasons, nec-
essarily, but they all go through some-
thing like this.

Mr. ALLEN. The people that we have
been talking about tonight, our con-
stituents, are real people. Flo is a fake.
Flo is a TV ad. Flo is someone, a cre-
ation of the pharmaceutical industry.
Flo means big bucks, and what Flo is
trying to do is persuade people in this
country that they do not want any gov-
ernment involvement in Medicare,
which is a Federal health care pro-
gram, if it is going to provide either a
prescription drug benefit or a discount
for seniors.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER), was saying that, after all, the
government is involved in her medicine
cabinet. The gentleman mentioned one
way, but there are some other ways.
The Food and Drug Administration in
this country is there to make sure that
the drugs that are sold by the pharma-
ceutical industry are, number one,
safe, and number two, effective; that is,
they work. That is what the purpose of
the Food and Drug Administration is.

We all want to make sure that con-
tinues, because if this industry were
simply allowed to sell any drug, re-
gardless of whether it had been tested
and was assured to be safe or whether
it was going to actually work, we
would all be worse off.

If Flo were a real person, she is one
of a minority. She is one of the 28 per-
cent of the people in this country who
have prescription drug coverage
through a retirement plan, but the rest
of the population does not. Thirty-
seven percent have no coverage at all.
8 percent have some coverage under a
MediGap policy, but those are really
pretty ineffective and not very cost-ef-
fective. Then there is 17 percent who
have some sort of coverage, or used to,
under Medicare managed care, but as
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we have seen, managed care companies
that serve Medicare beneficiaries are
cutting back on the benefits, they are
dropping the limits, increasing the co-
pay, or they are just dropping people
altogether.

The bottom line, this is about
money. The industry is charging the
highest prices in the world to people
who can least afford it. This is an in-
dustry which made $26 billion last
year, $26 billion. Now they are spending
millions of dollars of that money to try
to persuade people in this country that
we should not have a discount on pre-
scription drugs and that we should not
have a benefit under Medicare. It is an
outrage.

This system has to change. It is not
sustainable. What our seniors are
spending on prescription drugs is going
up 15 percent a year. That is one reason
the industry is so profitable. Yet, the
industry is simply saying no to the
kinds of changes that would make sure
that people get the drugs, get the pre-
scription drugs that their doctors tell
them they have to take.

Mr. TURNER. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Speaker, the point the gen-
tleman makes about the big drug man-
ufacturers and the involvement they
already have with government is an
important one, because we are all very
proud of the fact that the FDA, the
Food and Drug Administration, pro-
tects the prescription drugs that we
purchase every day.

I think most of us in the last anal-
ysis would support the policy of grant-
ing a patent to our big drug manufac-
turers to encourage them to make the
necessary financial investment to
come up with new drugs and cure seri-
ous diseases.

But it just seems to me that in ex-
change for that protection under the
patent law, that the big drug manufac-
turers owe us at least one thing back.
That is, fairness in drug pricing. I am
a firm believer in the free enterprise
system. I believe that government
ought to stay out of the business world
as much as possible, because I believe
in innovation and entrepreneurship.

But the truth is the free market sys-
tem that we all believe in is not work-
ing in the drug industry. The reason it
is not working is apparent to anyone
who looks even glancingly at the prob-
lem, because it is our patent law that
the people of the United States have
put on the books to encourage the drug
companies to develop new, innovative
drugs that gives them a monopoly.

We all understand that the free mar-
ket never works when there is a mo-
nopoly. So if we are going to protect
the big drug companies and allow them
to make the necessary investments to
come up with new cures, what they owe
us back is fairness in drug pricing.

I want to make it very clear, and of-
tentimes our bill, people who look at it
in the big drug industry, they say, oh,
you are fixing prices. You are trying to
control prices. There is nothing in this
legislation that controls prices. It sim-

ply requires fairness in pricing. We
simply say that senior citizens ought
to be getting as good a deal as the best
customers of the big drug companies.
That is what we mean by fairness. We
want an end to the discriminatory pric-
ing practices of the big drug compa-
nies.

So I do not know how long the big
drug companies want to spend millions
of dollars perpetuating a discrimina-
tory pricing scheme that is working to
the disadvantage of the most vulner-
able segment of our population.

But I will tell the Members this, if
they persist, if they persist, there is
going to be some people in this Con-
gress who are going to look real hard
at the patent protections that they are
given under current laws.
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There are people who are going to

start asking some serious questions
about the big multimillion dollar ex-
penditures of the big drug companies
on lobbying this Congress. There are
some people who are going to start
asking some questions about the sub-
stantial political contributions that
those pharmaceutical companies are
making.

I say that the best advice that I
think we can give the big drug compa-
nies tonight is to listen to the senior
citizens of this country. They are tired
of being taken for a ride. They want
fairness in drug pricing.

The drug manufacturers themselves
have it within their power, without any
legislation, to correct the problem, and
I hope they will start down that road.
Because if they do not get there, this
Congress is going to help them get
there.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) says
it well, and I want to thank him for his
participation tonight and for his lead-
ership on this issue along with the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN) and so many others in this Con-
gress who are working hard on this
issue.

What is striking about where we are,
to me, about this legislation is that a
bill that creates no Federal bureauc-
racy and involves no significant Fed-
eral expense and would reduce prices
for prescription drugs for seniors by as
much as 40 percent has not one Repub-
lican cosponsor, not one.

Now, when we try to explain that, I
drafted this legislation so that it would
appeal to Members on the other side of
the aisle, but not one has come over to
support this legislation. When my col-
leagues ask why, they have to look at
political contributions to the parties
and candidates.

The pharmaceutical industry gives
overwhelmingly to Republicans rather
than Democrats. It gives to Democrats
as well. My colleagues have to ask
themselves whether or not it is the role
of big money and politics that is shap-
ing this debate.

I believe that we cannot leave this
Congress without doing something

about the high cost of prescription
drugs. We need to do at least two
things. One is to pass H.R. 664, the Pre-
scription Drug Fairness For Seniors
Act, and one is to get a benefit, cov-
erage for prescription drugs under
Medicare.

This country is big enough and
strong enough and wealthy enough to
take care of those seniors particularly
who are having a very difficult time af-
fording the drugs that their doctors
tell them they have to take.

We can do better as a country. We
can do much better. But to do better
means that we cannot let the pharma-
ceutical industry dictate the results.
We are not going to allow Medicare to
be taken over by HMOs, and we are not
going to allow the pricing of prescrip-
tion drugs to continue solely at the de-
termination of the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. There needs to be some coun-
tervailing market power.

All we are saying is that, just as the
Federal Government buys toilet paper
and automobiles and desks and lamps
and tries to get the best deal for the
taxpayer, it should try to negotiate a
discount for those seniors who are al-
ready on a Federal health care plan
called Medicare.

If we do that, if we do that, many
more seniors all across this country
will be able to sleep at night knowing
that they can afford both their meals
and their prescription drugs and their
rent, and they may just, maybe, have a
chance to live out their lives the way
they thought they could, the way they
thought they could when they figured
out how much they would have for re-
tirement, instead of living in a world
where every trip to a doctor may mean
another $100 a month in a prescription
drug cost that they simply cannot han-
dle.

This system does not work. It needs
to change. I believe, in this Congress, it
will be changed.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support
for implementing legislation to substantially re-
duce the exorbitant prices of prescription
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries. Our current
Medicare program drastically fails to offer pro-
tection against the costs of most outpatient
prescription drugs. H.R. 664, the Prescription
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act of 1999 aims to
create an affordable prescription drug benefit
program what will expand the accessibility and
autonomy of all Medicare patients. This bill will
protect Medicare beneficiaries from discrimina-
tory pricing by drug manufacturers and make
prescription drugs available to Medicare bene-
ficiaries at substantially reduced prices.

Currently, Medicare offers a very limited
prescription drug benefit plan for the 39 million
aged and disabled persons obtaining its serv-
ices. Many of these beneficiaries have to sup-
plement their Medicare health insurance pro-
gram with private or public health insurance in
order to cover the astronomical costs not met
by Medicare. Unfortunately, most of these
plans offer very little drug cost coverage, if
any at all. Therefore, Medicare patients across
the U.S. are forced to pay over half of their
total drug expenses out-of-pocket as com-
pared to 34 percent paid by the population as
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a whole. Due to these burdensome cir-
cumstances, patients are forced to spend
more of their limited resources on drugs which
hampers access to adequate medication
needed to successfully treat conditions for
many of these individuals.

In 1995, we found that persons with supple-
mentary prescription drug coverage used 20.3
prescriptions per year compared to 15.3 for
those individuals lacking supplementary cov-
erage. The patients without supplementary
coverage were forced to compromise their
health because they could not afford to pay for
the additional drugs that they needed. The
quality and life of these individuals continues
to deteriorate while we continued to limit their
access to basic health necessities. H.R. 664
will tackle this problem by allowing our pa-
tients to purchase prescription drugs at a
lower price.

Why should senior citizens have to contin-
ually compromise their health by being forced
to decide which prescription drugs to buy and
which drugs not to take, simply because of
budgetary caps that limit their access to treat
the health problems they struggle with? These
patients cannot afford to pay these burden-
some costs. We must work together to expand
Medicare by making it more competitive, effi-
cient, and accessible to the demanding needs
of patients. By investing directly in Medicare,
we choose to invest in the lives, health, and
future of our patients. By denying them access
to affordable prescription drugs, we deny
these individuals the right to a healthy life
which continues to deteriorate their well-being
and quality of life.

The House Committee on Government Re-
form conducted several studies identifying the
price differential for commonly used drugs by
senior citizens on Medicare and those with in-
surance plans. These surveys found that drug
manufacturers engaged in widespread price
discrimination, forcing senior citizens and
other individual purchasers to pay substantially
more for prescription drugs than favored cus-
tomers, such as large HMOs, insurance com-
panies, and the federal government.

According to these reports, older Americans
pay exorbitant prices for commonly used
drugs for high blood pressure, ulcers, heart
problems, and other serious conditions. The
report reveals that the price differential be-
tween favored customers and senior citizens
for the cholesterol drug Zocor (Zo-Kor) is
213%; while favored customers—corporate,
governmental, and institutional customers—
pay $34.80 for the drug, senior citizens in my
Congressional District may pay an average of
$109.00 for the same medication. The study
reports similar findings for four other drugs in-
vestigated in the study: Norvase (Nor-Vask)
(high blood pressure): $59.71 for favored cus-
tomers and $129.19 for seniors; Prilosec (Pry-
low-Sec) (ulcers); $59.10 for favored cus-
tomers and $127.30 for seniors; Procardia
(Pro-car-dia) XL (heart problems): $68.35 for
favored customers and $142.21 for seniors;
and Zoloft (Zo-loft) (depression): $115.70 for
favored customers and $235.09 for seniors.

If Medicare is not paying for these drugs,
then the patient is left to pay out-of-pocket.
Numerous patients are forced to gamble with
their health when they cannot afford to pay for
the drugs needed to treat their conditions.
Every day, these patients have to live with the
fear of having to encounter major medical
problems because they were denied access to

prescription drugs they could not afford to pay
out of their pocket. Often times, senior citizens
must choose between buying food or medi-
cine. This is wrong.

Reports studying comparisons in prescrip-
tion drug prices in the United States, Canada,
and Mexico reveal that Americans pay much
more for prescription drugs than our neigh-
boring countries. In 1991, the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) revealed that prescrip-
tion drugs in the U.S. were priced at 34 per-
cent higher than the same pharmaceutical
drugs in Canada. Studies administered on
comparisons between the U.S. and Mexico
also reveal that drug prices in Mexico are con-
siderably lower than in the United States. In
both Canada and Mexico, the government is
one of the largest payers for prescription
drugs which gives them significant power to
establish prices as well as influence what
drugs they will pay for.

Many Medicare patients have significant
health care needs. They are forced to survive
on very limited resources. They are entitled to
medical treatments at affordable prices. H.R.
664 will benefit millions of patients each year.
This bill will address many of the problems re-
lating to prescription drugs and will ensure that
patients have adequate access to their basic
health needs. Let’s stop gambling with the
lives of Medicare patients and support this
plan to strengthen and modernize Medicare by
finally making prescription drugs available to
Medicare beneficiaries at substantially reduced
prices. It is a matter of life or death.

f

SOLVING PRESCRIPTION DRUG
PROBLEM IS NO ROSE GARDEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KINGSTON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I have
been sitting here for the last hour lis-
tening to the previous speakers and
their comments about prescription
drugs. I need to tell my colleagues,
they brought up some very valid
points.

I think that the prescription drugs in
this country are priced too high, and I
think there are a lot of families in this
country who suffer because they can-
not afford those prescription drugs.
But let me say to all of my colleagues
who have also joined the previous
speakers and listening to them in the
last hour, do not let people promise
you a rose garden.

How can one possibly get the Federal
Government involved in anything and
then honestly look at the American
people and say it is not going to have
any cost. There is a tremendous cost
every time the government gets in-
volved.

Now, what happens back here in
Washington, D.C., as many of my col-
leagues know, programs often start on
the promise that the cost will be a low
cost. Take a look at almost any pro-
gram my colleagues want to. The space
program, it is a great program, but
look at how the costs have just
ballooned out of sight. Look at all the

different social programs, the welfare
programs.

Look at Social Security. Social Secu-
rity started out with good intent. It
was going to cost this much, and pretty
soon it was this much, and pretty soon
this much, and pretty soon this much.

So the only thing that I would add to
the previous speakers’ conversations is,
let us look at the economics. We all
agree there is a prescription problem
out there. In fact, I would take issue
with the one gentlemen I believe from
Texas who made points that perhaps it
was partisan warfare on this. I do not
think so. I think, on both sides of the
aisle, Members recognize there is a
problem out there with the cost of af-
fording prescription drugs. But I think
on the Republican side of the aisle,
there is a realization that somebody
has got to pay for it.

Nothing is free. We have heard that
saying since we were little, tiny kids.
One does not get something for noth-
ing. That is what my mom always used
to tell me. I always used to say, ‘‘Mom,
here is a great bargain; or, daddy, I can
get this for free.’’ My dad and mom
would always say to me, ‘‘You do not
get something for nothing. Somewhere
somebody has got to pay.’’

It is just like our social programs.
Every time one gives a dollar to some-
body who is not working one has got to
take that dollar from somebody who is
working. So as we go together as a
team to take a look at what we can do
for the people of this country in low-
ering those prescription costs, getting
the FDA to approve these drugs instead
of sitting on a bureaucracy, almost a
bureaucratic strike before they ap-
prove these drugs, as we begin to ap-
proach these challenges, let us not for-
get what the consequential costs will
be to the future. Are we creating a new
Federal program that will very soon
balloon out of sight?

We have a history. The United States
Congress has a long history of starting
out program after program after pro-
gram with good intent after good in-
tent after good intent, and they never,
ever, ever come anywhere close in their
estimations of cost at the beginning of
the program versus what the actual
costs are once the program gets on its
feet. Never anywhere close. I mean, it
is just not close.

So, again, this is not the intent of my
speech tonight, but I want to say, be-
cause I thought their comments were
well made, and I think some of the
problems my colleagues spoke about in
the last hour, they hit the nail right on
the head; but let us not promise the
American people a rose garden. Let us
be realistic about this. Let us talk
about the economics of it. Let us talk
about who is going to pay the bill. We
need to consider that.

CLEMENCY FOR FALN

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
visit with my colleagues this evening
about a couple of things. Many of the
people in my district already know
that I used to be a police officer. But
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for my colleagues that are not familiar
with it, I used to be a police officer.

I have got some experience in the
field of law enforcement. I know that
the best way to stop crime is to have
consequences for one’s crime. If one
commits a wrong, one has to pay a
price. There is a price to pay if one de-
cides to take behavior that is not nor-
mal or behavior that creates bad things
in our society. We all know we have to
have a price. As a police officer, I saw
that every day.

Well, tonight I want to talk about a
couple things that just smack right in
the face of trying to bring civility and
trying to cut down the crime rate in
our society. We all know that for
many, many, many years in this coun-
try, we have suffered unfairly at the
hands of terrorism. It has happened
right here in these House Chambers,
right here where my colleagues are sit-
ting.

Take a look right up there. Look up
there on the roof. Do my colleagues
know what is up there on the roof of
the U.S. House of Representatives
Chambers? There is a bullet hole right
up there. My colleagues can see it right
here.

I will show my colleagues something
else. Look, I am not tearing up the
desks in here, but I want to show my
colleagues something. This is drawer.
Do my colleagues know what is right
there. It is a bullet hole. That is a bul-
let hole. A bullet shot in the House
chambers.

Theoretically, this should be one of
the safest places in the country. This is
the people’s House. That is a bullet
hole.

Now, how did that bullet hole get
there? Puerto Rican terrorists in
March 1954. Puerto Rican terrorists.
They were there, right there in the gal-
leries, and they opened fire. They
wounded at least five congressmen.
They wounded a number of other peo-
ple. But more than that, they broke
that cloak of security that we thought
we had in the people’s House in Wash-
ington, D.C.

We have to have consequences for
those Puerto Rican terrorists that did
that. We have to have consequences for
the next generation that followed in
that terrorism group.

Well, what happened in the last cou-
ple of weeks? Our President, President
of the United States, granted clemency
for a number of Puerto Rican terror-
ists. What do I mean by clemency? It is
kind of a fancy word. He let them go.
He absolved them of their sins. It is
kind of like going to confession except
they did not really have to confess. All
they had to say is, take me on my
word. I am a person that should be
trusted. I will not do it again. They
were let free. There will be a price to
pay for letting terrorists walk free.

Tonight let us talk a little bit about
that organization. What is that organi-
zation? We are going to call it the
FALN, F-A-L-N. What does it stand
for? It is the acronym for Armed Serv-

ices of National Liberation. That is the
only time I am going to say that to-
night because I am going to use the ini-
tials.

FALN. The easiest way we remember
it as we go through our comments is
that it is a Puerto Rican separatist
group. Now, they really came to light
here in 1954 here, as I said. I showed my
colleagues the bullet hole right here. I
showed them the bullet hole in the roof
of the U.S. Capitol of the House Cham-
bers.

Well they struck again. They struck
again January 24, 1975 by attacking an-
other icon of American history: New
York City. As a result of their terrorist
act, the 1975 bombing of the tavern in
New York City where General George
Washington bid farewell to his troops
in 1738, and left four dead as a result of
this, they quickly became the most
feared domestic terrorist group in the
United States. The most feared group
in the United States.

This is the same group that, in the
last week, the President of this coun-
try let them go. He gave them clem-
ency. He said, ‘‘Okay, you have been
absolved. You are free to go.’’

I have got a lot of comments about
that, a lot of comments from the law
enforcement community. My col-
leagues know how politicians some-
times say, look, I like to listen. I listen
before I make my decisions. So, logi-
cally, if I have something dealing, for
example, with prescription drugs, we
talk to seniors who are having prob-
lems with prescription drugs. We talk
to the pharmaceutical companies who
are having troubles getting approval by
the FDA. We talk to the FDA. We talk
to the different parties.

How many law enforcement agencies
were ever visited by the administration
before they let these terrorists walk?
Do my colleagues know what the an-
swer is? Zero.

I am going to give my colleagues
some statistics here in just a few min-
utes, statistics I think will stun them
as to how this decision was made and
why this decision was made.

Clearly, a decision of that kind of
significance is not made without some
reason, without some kind of purpose.
There is something behind the decision
of that kind of significance. We are
going to explore that here in just a few
minutes.

But let us talk a little bit more
about the FALN. By the way, I give
credit to the USA Today. They did an
excellent article. Last week, on Tues-
day, September 21, if my colleagues
have a copy of the USA Today, take a
look at it. Excellent article on this
very issue.

In their heyday, the FALN members
bombed public and commercial build-
ings, bombed public and commercial
buildings. Do my colleagues know the
fear that went through this country
just a couple of years ago with
McVeigh in Oklahoma City or the
Unibomber?

Gosh, I hope not 20 years from now
that some other president steps up

there and says, ‘‘We ought to pardon
this fellow that bombed Oklahoma
City, or we ought to pardon the
Unibomber out here. You know, 20
years is a long time to serve for a
bombing.’’

There were people killed for these
bombings. There was fear put in the
hearts of everybody in this country,
just like all of us now have fear about
truck bombs. My colleagues know what
it was like when a moving van drove up
by one’s house 1 or 2 weeks after Okla-
homa City. It instilled fear in us. It is
a fear that we should not have to live
with in this country. The only way, the
only way that we will move from that
fear is to have consequences for the ac-
tions that drive that fear.
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Let me go back. They robbed banks.
This is the FALN, this is the organiza-
tion of which the administration re-
leased, absolved, gave clemency to last
week. This group, in their heyday, they
bombed; they robbed banks; they held
up armored cars and stole dynamite
from a mining company in Colorado.
That is my home State. They took
weapons from the National Guard Ar-
mory in Wisconsin.

Let me quote Wayman Mullins. He is
the author of a source book. Here is his
book. Mr. Mullins’ book, a source book,
the sources, he has done a lot of re-
search, a source book on domestic and
international terrorism. He says this
organization, of which these, many of
these members were released last
week, they were dangerous, dedicated,
and committed. Dangerous, dedicated
and committed. As a former cop, let me
say that that is a very lethal combina-
tion. A very lethal combination. The
FALN was a group that got involved in
a lot of things.

I think we should have some exam-
ples. I am standing up here talking
about bombings and armed car rob-
beries and talking about other acts of
terrorism in major cities, New York
City, which put fear in the hearts of
people throughout the country. Let me
give my colleagues some specific exam-
ples so they will know exactly what
these people who were released from
prison last week because the President
let them go, we all should have an idea
of what they did, of what they were in-
volved in.

Among the FALN actions: October 26,
1974, five bombings. Five bombings in
downtown New York City. More than $1
million in damage. That was in 1974.

December 11, 1974, New York police
were called to an upper East Side
building to collect a dead body. The
building was booby trapped. A police
officer was injured and lost an eye.

January 24, again the FALN, January
24, 1975, Fraunces Tavern bombed, four
killed, 54 injured, more than $300,000 in
damage.

June 15, 1975, two bombs detonated in
the Chicago Loop area.

February 1977, Merchandise Mart in
Chicago bombed, millions in damages.
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August 3, 1977, Mobile Oil employ-

ment office in New York bombed. One
killed, several injured.

November, 1979, two Chicago military
recruiting offices and an armory
bombed.

March, 1980, FALN members seized at
the Carter-Mondale campaign office in
Chicago and the George Bush campaign
office in Chicago destroying property
and spray painting separatist slogans
on all the walls.

December 31, 1982, four bombs deto-
nated in New York outside police and
Federal buildings. Does this sound like
a replay of Oklahoma City? Maybe
Oklahoma City was modeled after some
of what these people had done. Let me
repeat that. Four bombs detonated in
New York outside police and Federal
buildings. And, remember, this is the
same group that called in a report of a
dead body and booby trapped the build-
ing so that these police officers, and we
all know cops, we all have some in our
families, some that are our friends, to
walk in this building and hopefully be
hurt. That is exactly what the intent
was of the FALN.

Now, they had a leader, their leader
was Morales, William Morales. Morales
escaped from a hospital in New York
and fled to Mexico. Guess what he did
in Mexico. Well, he killed a cop. Shot a
police officer. Guess what Mr. Morales
is now doing. Mr. Morales went to
Cuba. What is he doing? He just heard
the news. The news has gone to Cuba
that the President of the United States
has issued a pardon to the terrorists of
the FALN. So what has Mr. Morales
now done? He has applied for a pardon.
He has now asked for clemency from
the President of the United States.

If anyone were to have asked me a
few weeks ago what the chances were
of any of these people being granted
clemency, I would have said none, zero,
zip. That is not going to happen. Now,
I do not know. Maybe this guy in Cuba
is going to get to walk away from kill-
ing the cop, from leading this organiza-
tion. It is disturbing. It is really dis-
turbing.

Let us talk about a few of the people
that have just walked. Edwin Cortes,
born 1955, sentenced in October 1985, 14
years ago, 35 years for conspiracy, in-
cluding the bombing of military train-
ing centers. Released by order of the
administration.

Elizam Escobar, born 1948, sentenced
in February 1981, 18 years ago, to 60
years for firearms violations. Released
by order of the administration.

Ricardo Jimenez, born 1956, sen-
tenced in February 1981 to 90 years, to
90 years. He served 19. Ordered released
under the clemency by the President
last week.

Robert Maldonado-Rivera, born 1936,
sentenced in June 1989 to 5 years for his
role in the 1983 heist of $7.1 million. Re-
leased in 1994. But the clemency that
he got forgave his $100,000 dollar fine.

They not only let these people out of
jail, but if they owed a fine, which they
had not paid for the damage they had

done, the millions in bombings and the
money they had stolen from armored
cars and so on, they do not even have
to pay the money back any more. Take
a regular citizen in our country who
owes money to a bank in default. I
wonder if they get to walk away from
that? No, they do not get to walk away
from it. But if an individual happens to
be a terrorist with the FALN, then
they can get this clemency.

Let us go on, and I will pick a couple
more here. Juan Segarra-Palmer, born
1950, sentenced in October 1985, 14 years
ago, 55 years in prison and a $500,000
fine for conspiracy, for bank robbery,
for interstate transportation of stolen
money in connection with the 1983 ar-
mored car heist. He will serve 5 more
years, and he gets out of the medium-
security prison.

Norman Ramirez-Talavera, born 1957,
sentenced in June 1989 for 5 years for a
1983 armored car heist. He was released
in 1994, but the clemency just worked
out forgave a $50,000 fine.

Well, we will not go through all of
them. Let me pick one or two others.

Luis Rosa, born 1960, sentenced in
February 1981 to 75 years for con-
spiracy and firearms violations.

Carmen Valentin, born 1946, sen-
tenced in February 1981 to 90 years for
conspiracy and firearms violations.

So I think we all get an idea of what
we are dealing with. We have a good
idea of what these people are. They are
not our neighbor next door. They are
not regular Joe or regular Jane down
the street. These are bad people and
they did bad things and they hurt a lot
of people.

I do not know if any of my colleagues
have been watching TV in the last cou-
ple of weeks, but maybe they have seen
the widow or some of the surviving
family members of those people
bombed in New York City. It reminded
me of Oklahoma City. And I cannot for
the life of me understand how a presi-
dent can pardon those people. We
should make them pay the price. What
kind of message are we sending out
there? What kind of message do we
send to our young people? What kind of
message do we send to the rest of the
world?

Now, some of my colleagues may ask
why I am bringing up all these points;
that it seems so one-sided; that there
must be some logical thinking behind
this. The President must have had a
profound reason why he would take
such a dramatic step to release these
hardened criminals well before they
were supposed to be released. There
must be some reasoning to it.

Well, I think before we go to what I
think the reasoning is, we ought to
talk a little more about these convicts.
One of the things that the President
quickly said after he found out he had
created a firestorm in this country,
after he found out some people were
going to say we want accountability,
Mr. President. It is true that the Presi-
dent has the right to grant clemency.
That is under the constitution. We are

not contesting this right. But the
President owes it to the American peo-
ple to explain to the American people
why he is letting these Puerto Rican
terrorists go.

Well, the answer came back, because
they have held up their hand and prom-
ised that they will not commit any
more violence; that they have re-
nounced violence as a part of their life.
It is amazing. I used to be a cop. It is
amazing how many convicts and how
many people we arrest that all of a
sudden will find a new life; all of a sud-
den they would promise me, look, I am
not going to do it any more. I have
changed my ways. I have changed my
life. Really, to determine whether that
person is sincere or not we have to do
some research. It is like anything else.
What are the facts? What is the re-
search? We have to look into the per-
son’s background.

Well, it has happened on a couple of
these people. They tape recorded these
convicts’ conversations in jail. And
what was interesting was that these
convicts knew, they knew their con-
versations were being taped, so this
was not anything secret. They were not
secretly disclosing their thoughts
about violence. They knew they were
being tape recorded and they could
have cared less. They wanted people to
know. And I will give an example.

Jailhouse statements of some of the
FALN members. In October 1995, for ex-
ample, Luis Rosa, Alicia Rodriguez,
and Carlos Torres told the Chicago
Tribune they have nothing to be sorry
for and they have no intention of ever
renouncing an armed revolution.

Another FALN member granted
clemency, Ricardo Jimenez, told the
judge in his case, ‘‘We are going to
fight. We are going to fight. Revolu-
tionary justice will take care of you
and everybody else.’’ Now, does that
sound like the average case that a
president should let out of jail?

Well, what does the FBI think about
all of this? What are their thoughts?
Well, first of all, guess what has hap-
pened? We in the United States Con-
gress think, as I stated earlier, that
the people deserve an explanation of
why the President and the administra-
tion took this action. We do not doubt
that the President has the authority,
as I mentioned earlier, under the Con-
stitution to do this, but he owes an ex-
planation to the American people. But
guess what. The White House all of a
sudden grabs a paper and says execu-
tive privilege. It is executive privilege.

Executive privilege used to be used
by the presidents when we had a secret
we were afraid our foreign enemies
would find out about, like a military
secret, or a secret military mission or
something with the Central Intel-
ligence Agency that the President, to
protect those secrets, would say execu-
tive privilege. What secret is to be pro-
tected here of a national threat? None.
But there may be some political intent
that ought to be protected. But that is
what the President has done. They
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have said executive privilege. They do
not want there to be testimony to
these Federal agencies. The President
does not want them to go to the United
States Congress, who are elected by the
people of this country, and to testify
about this.

Well, the FBI was able to speak, a
top FBI official, and I am quoting from
the Associated Press of September 22,
that is today, this is hot off the wire,
this happened yesterday on the Hill, so
let me read a couple of things, ‘‘Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation. A top FBI
official told Congress he regards,’’ he
regards, and, remember, he is at the
very top echelon of the FBI, ‘‘he re-
gards Puerto Rican militants, freed in
a grant of clemency by President Clin-
ton as terrorists who continue to rep-
resent a threat to the United States of
America.’’

Here is the agency that we charge
with law enforcement, the agency that
we charge with the priority investiga-
tion of terrorist acts. And what do they
say to the President? Well, what they
say I wish they could have had the op-
portunity to say before he released
them. I wish the President would have
called them and asked them, but he did
not. They say, one of the top officials
says, they continue to represent a
threat to the United States of America.

The article goes on: ‘‘Gallagher,’’
that is the gentleman’s name, FBI,
‘‘Gallagher’s testimony marked the
first time that Federal law enforce-
ment officials have testified on the
issue. Also on hand were officials from
the Justice Department and the Bu-
reau of Prisons. They were barred.’’
They were stopped. ‘‘They were barred
from answering questions about clem-
ency because of the White House execu-
tive privilege.’’

Do I think they should be out on the
street? I think these are criminals and
that they are terrorists and that they
represent a threat to the United
States, says Gallagher, the top FBI of-
ficer. Let me repeat that.
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‘‘Do I think they should be out on the

street?’’
That is the question.
‘‘I think these are criminals, and

they are terrorists, and that they rep-
resent a threat to the United States.’’

How much clearer can that informa-
tion be?

As my colleagues know, we have to
rely, and we have had some problems.
We will talk about Waco and some
other issues. We have had some prob-
lems with our law enforcement agen-
cies, but we have got a lot of good cops
out there, and we ought to rely on
them, and it is not just the FBI that
said do not do it, there are a lot of law
enforcement agencies out there that
said:

Mr. President, do not do this. These
people remain a threat to our society.
They remain a direct threat to the
United States of America. Listen to us.

That is what happened. Signed the
paper.

Let me go further:
The FBI was one of several law en-

forcement organizations opposed to the
clemency. Asked about the continuing
threat of the FALN and its sister group
in Puerto Rico, Gallagher ticked off a
handful of more recent bombings in
Chicago and Puerto Rico believed to
have been conducted by these very or-
ganizations.

Clinton’s offer of clemency has come
under fire from some who have accused
him of making it to boost First Lady
Hillary Rodham Clinton’s popularity
amongst New York’s 1.3 million Puerto
Ricans. Mrs. Clinton is considering a
bid for the Senate from New York in
2000.

Oh, finally, finally we are beginning
to look at maybe there is some kind of
reason, some kind of profound thought
behind such a ludicrous decision to let
these terrorists back out on the street.

You know what I think the average
Puerto Rican in New York, and I am
not Puerto Rican, I am not from New
York, but you know what I think the
average hard-working Puerto Rican in
New York thinks about this? They
probably agree.

Now I may get some calls tonight
from some angry people who do not
agree with me. I expect that; that is
part of my job. But I think there are a
lot of American citizens out there, re-
gardless of whether they are Puerto
Rican, whether they are Irish or Scot-
tish or African American or Hispanic,
and there are a lot of ordinary Ameri-
cans out there that do not think this is
right. They think, if you are a crimi-
nal, if you are a terrorist, you ought to
be in jail, and once we get you in jail,
you ought to stay in jail. At least serve
out the sentences that our justice sys-
tem gave to you. That is what I think
the average American out there thinks
regardless of their ethnic background.

We are Americans. We all want a
country with low crime. We do not
want to have fear every time a truck
pulls up that there is a bomb in the
back of it. We want to be able to go
into a Federal building, we like to go
into the House of Representatives,
without seeing a bullet hole in the
roof, without seeing a bullet in the
drawer. We all think a lot alike. Do not
dare try and separate us based on eth-
nic background. Do not dare try and
say because we are Hispanic American
or Puerto Rican American or Irish
American or African American, but for
some reason just because of ethnic
background we think these terrorists
ought to walk. That drive by the ad-
ministration is wrong; you are going
down the wrong path.

Let me talk a little more about why
and quote the Wall Street Journal, Fri-
day, August 13, same subject to under-
stand.

Remember earlier in the speech I
talked about statistics? You know, do
not just take SCOTT MCINNIS’ word for
it. Let us take a look at what the sta-
tistics say about how many, you know,
about the clemency, how many times,

for example, a logical question, how
many times has the President during
his tenure been asked to grant clem-
ency for prisoners? And once we know
how many times he has been asked,
how many times of that, how many of
those, did he actually grant?

You know, we measure. A lot of
times we measure a good Governor,
you know, on how many pardons they
give. I mean you measure people. We
have to have a tool of measurement.

Well, we have been kind of blessed in
this case. We have got the tools of
measurement. We have a darn good
measurement out there.

To understand how rare it is, this is
the Wall Street Journal, how rare it is
for a President to commute a sentence
or offer remission of a fine as Mr. Clin-
ton did for 16 Puerto Rican terrorists
this week, consider the numbers sup-
plied by the office of the pardoned at-
torney. From the time he took office in
January 1993 until April 2 of this year,
the most recent report from the pardon
office, Mr. Clinton received the request
for 3,042 petitions. He received 3,042 pe-
titions for clemency. Until Wednesday
out of that 3,042 he granted three, three
of those out of 3,042 in the 7 years or so
that he has been in office.

Now the Wall Street Journal, and I
quote again from the Wall Street Jour-
nal, September 8, 1999, and get a hold of
this: This almost makes me my gut
wrench. Listen to this:

The Puerto Ricans had not even sub-
mitted a clemency request, did not
even submit a request, and they got to
be No. 4 out of 3,042.

Now what fell out of the blue sky for
this President all of a sudden to be in-
terested in 16 Puerto Rican terrorists
who had committed bombing crimes? I
remember very well the language in
the speech that the President made in
Oklahoma City. It was a very compas-
sionate speech. It was a good speech.
He cared. Every American cared about
the tragedy that occurred in Oklahoma
City. And I remember the President
talking to us in his State of the Union
addresses about terrorism and the need
to stop it: We must not tolerate ter-
rorism coming from that President.

What happened? What fell out of the
sky?

Well, I tell you what it points to. It
points to a United States Senate race
in the State of New York. He has a lot
of interest in that race up there.

I read to you earlier, Associated
Press, Hillary Clinton 1.3 or 1.4 Puerto
Ricans in New York State.

What is going on here? Are politics so
driven in this country? Is the winning
of elective office so demanding in this
country and so important in this coun-
try that we are willing to put at risk
American lives by releasing these 16
terrorists? Somebody ought to answer
that question. And you know somebody
has answered that question.

I want to read you their answer.
Before I read you this answer, let me

read one other thing that I think is im-
portant for us to consider out of the
Wall Street Journal, Friday, August 13:



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8550 September 22, 1999
Mrs. Clinton of course hopes one day

to take her place in the parade along-
side New York’s other pols which we
would say explains in a nutshell why
her husband has just granted clemency
to these 16 Puerto Rican terrorists
against the advice of the Justice De-
partment, the FBI and the U.S. Attor-
neys Office that prosecuted the terror-
ists back in the early 1980’s. All of
these law enforcement agencies were
consulted several years about the wis-
dom of releasing these 16 people. All
advised against it.

Well, let me wrap it up with a letter.
I am going to read the letter ver-

batim. It is a couple pages long. I know
that it requires some patience for you
to listen to this. I mean I have been
speaking for a while here. But it is im-
portant because I think it really ad-
dresses from the heart somebody who
has experience in the atrocities that
these terrorists have committed, some-
body who understands that terrorism
must have consequences, that the peo-
ple that commit, that misbehave in our
society, must be punished, and there
must be punishment that means some-
thing. You cannot just slap them on
the hand after they rob the bank and
serve a few years and let them go, espe-
cially considering there were only 3,042
requests and only three got granted.

Well, let us read that letter. Who is it
from? It is from the New York City Po-
lice Commissioner, Howard Safir, and
as I said, I am reading the letter ver-
batim.

With last Friday’s release of 11 of the
14 FALN terrorists President Clinton
has committed an ill-advised and egre-
gious error. He has broken the funda-
mental rule in addressing terrorism. He
has broken the fundamental rule in ad-
dressing terrorism. Never negotiate
deals with terrorists. Never negotiate
deals with terrorists.

Now obviously, Mr. Speaker, when I
repeat a sentence, that is mine, it is
not repeated in the letter.

Mr. Clinton has sent the message
that the lives of American citizens and
of the heroic police officers who defend
them are disposable. As the Police
Commissioner of New York City, I rep-
resent 40,200 officers and take the re-
sponsibility for the safety of 7.4 million
residents. I have become all too famil-
iar with the violence that has been per-
petrated by the members of the Puerto
Rican separatist group known as the
FALN and the manner in which my
city and my officers have suffered at
the their hands.

During a 9-year reign of terror the
FALN was responsible for at least 150
bombings that killed six people and in-
jured more than 70. The brunt of their
viciousness, the brunt of their vicious-
ness, was aimed at the people of New
York City who endured more than 70
attacks and accounted for four of the
deaths and 57 of the injuries. What oth-
ers have termed a war of liberation,
New Yorkers know that to be a war
against the innocent. The targets of
this organization included restaurants

at lunch time, hotels, banks, and de-
partment stores.

While the passage of time may have
faded the memory of some, I cannot
share that perspective. I have seen the
devastating consequences of these de-
structive acts. I have spoken with sev-
eral victims of the attacks and their
families, people like Joseph Connor
whose father, Frank T. Connor, was
killed in the bombing in the Fraunces
Tavern. I know too well the permanent
scars that are carried, the permanent
scars that are carried by Detectives
Rocco Pascarella, Richard Pastorella,
and Anthony Semft. During a wave of
terror that saw the FALN detonate
four separate explosive devices across
the city in the course of a single hour,
these men suffered horrific injuries.
Defending New York City from these
terrorists cost these heroes, cost these
heroes their hands and legs and left
them permanently blinded and pain-
fully maimed. No one can commute the
life sentences, no one can commute the
life sentences that the FALN imposed
upon its victims.

Some argue that the felons to whom
Mr. Clinton offered clemency are not
personally responsible for their organi-
zation’s violence. I cannot agree. The
crimes for which these men and women
were convicted included robbery, the
plotting of bombs and the possession of
dangerous weapons. One of the peti-
tioners possessed a loaded firearm and
more than 10 pounds of dynamite.

In a January, 1998 letter Ronnie L.
Edelman, a deputy bureau chief from
the Department of Justice, acknowl-
edged that several of the petitioners of-
fered clemency were arrested in 1980 for
their involvement in 28 bombings, and
in a recent letter to this newspaper
former assistant U.S. Attorney Debo-
rah Devaney recounted her experiences
with the petitioners. A former federal
prosecutor in Chicago who spent years
bringing criminal cases against the
FALN terrorists, Ms. Devaney de-
scribes capturing several of the peti-
tioners in a van loaded with weapons
and videotaping several others making
bombs that they planed to use at mili-
tary installations. I must question the
unusual progression of events that sur-
round this clemency offer.
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‘‘Mr. Clinton’s offer to the FALN
members represents only his fourth
clemency grant out of more than 3,000
applications filed since 1993. It was ex-
tended before any of the 16 agreed to
renounce violence. The President made
his offer over the objections of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Bu-
reau of Prisons and the U.S. attorneys
in Illinois and Connecticut, the States
where the 16 were convicted.

‘‘In my 26 years as a Justice Depart-
ment official, I never heard of a clem-
ency report being delivered to the
President over the strenuous objec-
tions of these agencies.’’

Let me repeat that. ‘‘In my 26 years
as a Justice Department official, I

never heard of a clemency report being
delivered to the President over the
strenuous objections of these agencies.
The White House has tried to defend
the President’s decision, in part, as a
response to the urgings of church lead-
ers. In particular, the White House has
invoked the name of Cardinal John
O’Connor as a staunch supporter for
the petitioners’ release. This is all the
more perplexing given that in letters
and through his top aides the cardinal
has said he never backed clemency for
these terrorists.

‘‘Mr. Clinton erred grievously in fail-
ing to follow the recommendations of
his own Federal agencies, the House of
Representatives, the 17,500 members of
the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, the 295,000 members of the
Fraternal Order of Police and countless
others who voiced their outrage at this
decision. The United States must make
clear that it will never again make
deals with terrorists.’’

That was a letter read verbatim from
the New York City Police Commis-
sioner Howard Safir.

The question that needs to be an-
swered, of which the White House has
claimed executive privilege, is why
these terrorists, why three out of 3,042
petitions being granted and now we go
to the fourth, and why New York
State?

Mr. President, if it does not have
anything to do with that U.S. Senate
race in New York State, you ought to
waive your executive privilege, al-
though I do not think it exists under
these particular circumstances but re-
gardless of that argument you ought to
waive it and you ought to answer the
American people. You ought to go to
the American people. You do not hesi-
tate one minute to have a press con-
ference when you are touring foreign
countries. Whenever you have some-
thing to say, you go right to the micro-
phone. You are a good speaker. You are
not afraid to address the American peo-
ple. Certainly you have addressed them
on a number of controversial issues.
You ought to address them on this one.
You ought to explain, because what we
see on paper, what we saw walk out of
that prison cell, what we now see on
the streets of America, what we fear in
the hearts of every American, is ter-
rorism that exists today, and you have
not answered it and you ought to an-
swer it.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a time check.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

KINGSTON). The gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) has 15 minutes re-
maining.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their com-
ments to the Chair and not to the
President.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to submit for the RECORD a docu-
ment I have dated September 21, 1999,
from the Wall Street Journal.
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 21,

1999]
REVISITING WACO

The siege at Waco in 1993 is the sort of
complicated mess that can end up on the
doorstep of any White House. But the Clin-
ton White House seems to operate under
some unique genetic map, which instinc-
tively triggers legal corner-cutting and then
coverups. Waco is starting to sound, feel and
smell familiar.

We all recall how Charles La Bella, Jus-
tice’s investigator of the 1996 Clinton-Gore
campaign funding scandals, was isolated and
ushered out of the department after he called
for an independent counsel to take over his
job. Precisely the same thing has happened
to a Waco prosecutor.

Bill Johnston, the assistant U.S. attorney
in Texas, warned Attorney General Janet
Reno that her own department might be in-
volved in a coverup of the Waco disaster.
Now we learn that the Justice Department
then removed Mr. Johnston and his boss
from the case on the pretext that there’d be
an appearance of conflict of interest if they
were called as witnesses. But it hasn’t treat-
ed anyone else who is likely to become a wit-
ness this way.

Obviously, the six-year delay in the release
of key details of Justice’s final assault on
Waco is a matter of extreme sensitivity for
Washington Democrats who must figure out
every six weeks or so how to survive inside
the Clinton orbit. While Ms. Reno made a
grand show of sending U.S. marshals across
the street to seize evidence from the FBI’s
building, it’s now clear that Justice lawyers
preparing its defense in a civil suit filed by
the families of dead Branch Davidians had
the crucial information all along.

House Democrats meanwhile, led by Rep.
Henry Waxman, claim that Republicans were
informed back in 1995 of the pyrotechnic de-
vices used at Waco, but in making that point
they concede that Justice had the informa-
tion too. Hill Democrats are clearly sen-
sitive about any suggestion of their own
complicity in a possible coverup.

Who can forget Rep. (now Senator) Charles
Schumer’s highly successful attempts to
sidetrack the House hearings on Waco with
discussions of the National Rifle Associa-
tion’s contacts with Republicans and alleged
child abuse by David Koresh? Mr. Schumer’s
smoke did more than anything else to ob-
scure realities we’re now facing.

Webster Hubbell, the convicted felon from
Little Rock, was Justice’s point man with
the White House on the Waco siege. He also
is in a sensitive frame of mind. In his recent
memoirs he obviously makes excuses for his
role in approving the use of dangerous CS
gas against the Branch Davidians. He even
claims to have come up with a ‘‘solution’’ to
the standoff hours before the final assault
began, but was blocked from entering the
FBI building until after the gas rounds were
fired. Sure would be nice if former Senator
John Danforth could establish the truth of
this claim.

What precisely is at issue here? It is clear-
ly in the public interest to have a full and
complete historical record, in part to defuse
conspiracy theorists who already believe the
government is out to get them. More pre-
cisely, at issue in Senator Danforth’s inde-
pendent probe of Waco is whether and how
law enforcement overreacted. The Branch
Davidians were a particularly deranged sect,
and four Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms agents were killed in the initial
raid that started the seven-week siege. But
we will probably never conclusively learn
who or what started the fire that killed doz-
ens of Mr. Koresh’s followers that day.

In any event, law enforcement did learn an
important lesson from Waco. No similar inci-

dent has occurred during the administration
of FBI Director Louis Freeh. In 1996, for in-
stance, a group of con artists in Montana
named the Freemen were safely lured out of
their armed standoff with the Feds through
the use of more patient tactics.

But the unfinished business of Waco per-
sists in the public mind: Was there a cover-
up? Is there something beyond the death of
two dozen children to explain the extreme
sensitivity of the FBI, the Justice Depart-
ment and congress on the issue?

It is certainly interesting that one of Mr.
Danforth’s primary missions is to explore
the implications of the 1878 ‘‘Posse Com-
itatus’’ law. It forbids use of the U.S. mili-
tary in domestic law enforcement actions.
The Texas Rangers seem to have uncovered
evidence that members of the Army’s elite
Delta Force anti-terrorist unit were at Waco.
The law provides for a Presidential wavier in
case of emergencies: President Reagan
signed a waiver, for example, to use Army
units to quell prison riots. The White House
claims no one ever asked President Clinton
to sign a waiver for Waco. So Mr. Danforth
has to determine, was Delta Force at Waco,
and if so, on whose authority? Obviously it
didn’t move there on its own, and breaches of
the military chain of command are a serious
national issue.

Mr. Danforth will need a thorough inves-
tigation and candid report to still the drums
of conspiracy. A sequel to an Emmy-award
winning independent film on Waco, for exam-
ple, will soon question the denial that the
White House counsel’s office ever considered
a Posse Comitatus waiver. Indeed, Mr. Dan-
forth may find himself plowing some of the
same ground covered by Kenneth Starr. Lisa
Foster, widow of the late White House Dep-
uty Counsel Vincent Foster, told the FBI
that her husband was deeply troubled by
Waco and blamed himself for the death of the
children there. A Waco file was inventoried
in the contents of his office.

Mr. Danforth says he is reluctant to ques-
tion President Clinton about the issue of a
Presidential waiver from Posse Comitatus.
That is understandable, given the fate of the
last prosecutor to ask probing questions of
the President. Yet considering the sorry
credibility of the White House, the Justice
Department and the FBI, he has a responsi-
bility to make sure the record is straight
and complete. Otherwise, we’ll all be adding
Waco as one more item in the high pile of
Clinton contradictions from which we’re all
supposed to ‘‘move on.’’

WACO, WILL WE EVER KNOW THE TRUTH?
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to

wrap up my comments on another issue
dealing with Waco. First of all, as I
mentioned earlier, some who maybe
have just come into the Chamber do
not know this but I have a law enforce-
ment background. I will say, the first
thing that can happen to law enforce-
ment is a bad cop, a bad decision. I do
not know any profession in our society,
well, I know some. Medical doctors,
ambulance drivers, firemen, but the po-
lice officer really fits up there in that
very top category of a respected profes-
sion.

People trust us. They trust police of-
ficers. That trust needs to be protected
and it needs to be extended.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to take a
minute to talk about what concerns me
on Waco, Texas. We all agree that in
Waco, Texas, there was a whacko down
there, there was a nut down there and
he is primarily responsible for the

deaths of a lot of people. He was a sick
man, and he was so perverted in his
mind he led many others to their
deaths if he did not execute them him-
self.

We have to put that aside and see
what happened with our Justice De-
partment and what happened at Waco,
Texas. Did our own law enforcement
agencies down at that particular situa-
tion, did they lie to us, the American
people? Have they concealed something
down in Waco, Texas? It appears they
have.

I can remember just 2 or 3 weeks ago
when statements were being made by
the Justice Department and others,
there were no military operations
going on at Waco, Texas. In this coun-
try, unless it is waived by the Presi-
dent of the United States, we have a
ban of using military forces for domes-
tic situations like this. The President
has the right to waive it. For example,
I think, if history serves my mind
right, President Ford waived it to
allow the military to help in rescue op-
erations in a flood and so on. In Waco,
Texas, I saw tanks being driven, others
may have seen it, driven right into the
side of the building. Who is driving
those tanks? Nonmilitary people are
driving those tanks?

What are we doing? Ruby Ridge, one
of the blackest eyes law enforcement
has received in the history of this
country. I resent what happened at
Ruby Ridge because I like to think I
was a good cop and I know there are a
lot of good cops out there and Ruby
Ridge put a black eye on law enforce-
ment in this country.

We had a sniper up there who the
State of Idaho even felt it was nec-
essary they file State charges against
him and the U.S. Justice Department
preempted it and had the charges
erased. Guess where that sniper shows
up again? That sniper is back in Waco,
Texas.

How did the law enforcement handle
that? That is a question all of us ask.
There is no question about whether or
not the guy inside that building was a
nut. He was a nut. The question is, how
did you handle this? The response, it
looks like, was a cover-up, a diversion
and lies. That does not need to be done
to the people you work for. In law en-
forcement, you work for the people. We
are the good guys. You ought to be
truthful with us. If you have got a bad
cop, and I will say as a former cop if
you are working with a bad cop you
can stop it. You ought to stop it. You
owe it to your career to stop it. You
owe it to the very thoughts of law en-
forcement, to the ideals of law enforce-
ment, to stop a bad cop. If you are out
there and you are a cop or you are in
the Justice Department or you are in
the FBI and you know something that
went on at Waco, Texas, and it has not
been disclosed yet or it has been con-
cealed, come forward now and let the
American people know the whole story.

I have no doubt that the American
people would have supported what hap-
pened down there had the whole story
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been told in the first place. They do
not think that you are God. They do
not think that you are perfect. They
understand that there were problems in
a very difficult situation, but do not lie
to them. That is what happened.

We have an investigation by the Jus-
tice Department. Interesting, Justice
Department investigating Justice De-
partment. They call it an independent
investigation. We have had a number of
other independent investigations that
have occurred in different areas. I hope
it is truly independent, and I hope the
Justice Department is willing to stand
up and answer for what went on down
there.

I want to submit one other thing for
the RECORD. Having the time, I want to
read this editorial, Tuesday, September
7, Wall Street Journal: ‘‘This being the
age of Clinton, Louis Freeh is being set
up as the fall guy for a cover-up of the
disastrous Waco assault. Never mind
that he did not take over the FBI until
nearly 4 months after the assault and
crucial decisions on how to investigate
it. What matters is that he has been a
politically independent thorn in the
side of Mr. Clinton and Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno.

‘‘Miss Reno originally became a
media darling by claiming to take re-
sponsibility for the 1993 raid that killed
about 80 Branch Davidians. In fact,
double felon Webster Hubbell was the
contact between Justice and the White
House; Miss Reno was not even in Jus-
tice’s crisis-management bunker dur-
ing much of the assault day; she was
out giving a speech.

‘‘Now, a civil lawsuit has uncovered
evidence of Justice Department decep-
tion, so we read stories quoting
unnamed Reno aides that she is ‘furi-
ous’ that she was not told that at least
two incendiary devices were used at
Waco after all. Other stories question
Mr. Freeh’s handling of the matter.
And in case anyone missed the buck-
passing point, the Attorney General os-
tentatiously sent U.S. marshals to
seize previously undisclosed audiotapes
of the raid from FBI headquarters.

‘‘President Clinton then added his
spin, pointedly expressing confidence
in Miss Reno on Saturday from Camp
David while withholding it from Mr.
Freeh. ‘I think that with regard to the
director, there is going to be an inde-
pendent investigation,’ he said.

‘‘Maybe they should put Mr. Freeh’s
mugshot up at the post office.

‘‘We have seen this kind of treatment
before in Bill Clinton’s Washington.
Billy Dale got himself fired when the
Friends of Bill wanted to take over the
White House Travel Office, and was
even indicted by Miss Reno’s Justice
hounds, though a jury quickly acquit-
ted him.

‘‘Linda Tripp found her personnel
records leaked from the Pentagon. And
Jean Lewis, who recommended action
in Whitewater, had her deleted per-
sonal computer files unerased and
broadcast in Congress.

‘‘Mr. Freeh has now joined the target
list because he has been a rare dis-

senter from the Reno pattern of politi-
cized Justice. Along with Justice inves-
tigator Charles LaBella, he broke with
Miss Reno to urge an independent
counsel in the campaign-finance scan-
dal.

‘‘Congress recently discovered that
Justice politicos had refused an FBI re-
quest to wiretape suspected Los Ala-
mos spy Wen Ho Lee. And he knows the
FBI opposed Mr. Clinton’s outrageous
recent grant of clemency to 16 Puerto
Rican nationalists linked to a terrorist
group.

‘‘This is not to say Mr. Freeh has
been entirely successful in rooting out
the FBI’s self-protective culture. The
agency’s lack of candor regarding its
role at Ruby Ridge, Idaho, was a seri-
ous black mark. It is entirely possible
that agents also sought to cover up the
truth about Waco. But anyone actually
concerned about the merits of the mat-
ter should consult two articles we pub-
lished last week by officially-des-
ignated outside investigators.

‘‘It was Miss Reno, actually we are
entitled to presume Mr. Hubbell, who
decided on an internal investigation of
the role of Justice and the FBI. By con-
trast, Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bent-
sen chartered an independent inves-
tigation of the role played by his de-
partment through the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco and Firearms. See the Au-
gust 30 article by sometimes special
Prosecutor Henry Ruth who served on
the ATF team.

‘‘When Mr. Freeh arrived on the
scene, was he supposed to overturn the
Reno/Hubbell decision?

‘‘At the first meeting of a panel of 10
experts appointed to make rec-
ommendations about future Wacos,
Harvard psychiatrist Alan A. Stone
wrote on August 31, ‘We discovered
that Justice had no intention of telling
us what actually happened during the
first raid.’

‘‘Mr. Stone adds, ‘because the Justice
Department’s published investigation
was so inadequate, I sent a copy of my
preliminary memorandum to the
newly-appointed director of the FBI,
Louis B. Freeh, hoping to break
through the stonewall. Soon the cru-
cial FBI actors were phoning me with
some of the candid answers.’

‘‘A House committee also sought to
investigate, but Democrats, led by now
Senator CHUCK SCHUMER, practiced up
for impeachment hearings by turning
the procedure into a circus. As the
hearings wound up, Representative
JOHN CONYERS said Republicans tried
to implicate everyone ‘but the butler.’
Mr. SCHUMER complained of ‘Monday
morning quarterbacking,’ and intoned
‘if we did hearings on D-Day, we would
end up court-martialing General Eisen-
hower.’

‘‘As for Miss Reno, on Waco as on so
much else, she has run the most politi-
cized Justice Department since John
Mitchell under Richard Nixon. She has
sought to protect the White House at
every turn, especially after meeting
with the President on her reappoint-

ment at the outset of his second term.
She has named special counsels for
trivial cases against cabinet members
but refused them on serious charges
against the President and the vice
president, despite the LaBella and
Freeh recommendation.

‘‘Indeed, she humilitated Mr.
LaBella, sending her department a po-
tent message about dissent from the
Clinton political line. Now she is try-
ing to do the same with Mr. Freeh.
Meanwhile, she has flagrantly violated
the Vacancy Act by leaving important
positions filled with ‘acting heads.’

‘‘The result is a demoralized Justice
Department that cannot be trusted to
enforce the rule of law.’’

b 2245

‘‘This problem will not be solved by
an outside Waco investigator, assum-
ing any serious person would even take
the appointment from her. The only
way Ms. Reno can begin restoring con-
fidence in justice is to resign.’’

That is a Wall Street Journal edi-
torial dated Tuesday, September 7.

My point here is this: it is time for us
to weed out the bad cops. In our soci-
ety, we want good cops. I used to be
one of them. We respect them. But if
we have a bad cop, we have to stand up;
we have an obligation, we have a fidu-
ciary duty to the American people, if
we have a bad cop, get them out.

f

TAX RELIEF FOR THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the Speaker pro tempore, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON), and I thank my colleague from
Colorado for the comments that he
made earlier this evening, and I wel-
come my colleague from Colorado to
the House Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. Speaker, I would note for our
dedicated staff and those who join us
tonight that I do not intend on taking
much time; however, I thought it was
important to come down and offer a
perspective, based on the labors of my
colleague from Colorado and others
who serve on the House Committee on
Ways and Means and, indeed, the work
of this body and the other body, in at-
tempting to restore to the American
people tax relief and tax fairness.

Mr. Speaker, much has been made in
the media from the punditocracy about
how our President stands foursquare
against tax relief for the American
people, how he is poised to reject al-
most $800 billion in tax relief, and I
think a couple of points are worth not-
ing.

First of all, we should reaffirm in
this place at this time that the money
we are talking about does not belong to
the United States Government, is not
locked away in some secret account in
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some Federal vault; the revenue which
runs this government, the money uti-
lized to operate this Federal Govern-
ment comes from the people, Mr.
Speaker. And, by flourishing a veto
pen, Mr. Speaker, the President of the
United States, in essence, is once again
adding to the tax burden of the Amer-
ican people; over the next 10 years,
adding almost $1 trillion in taxes. To
be technical about it, in excess of $790
billion in taxes, taxes that this body
and the other body reduced; taxes that
would have provided full deductibility
of health insurance for small business,
that would have put an end over the
next 10 years to the death tax, that
would have cut taxes across the board
some 1 percent, that would have re-
duced the capital gains rate because
Americans should not be punished for
investing and succeeding.

We also note, Mr. Speaker, that in
the news today, even as we discuss the
domestic concerns that we have, there
are international concerns as well.
News comes from the other body of a
General Accounting Office report show-
ing that our President, Mr. Speaker, in
three trips alone, has spent in excess of
$70 million. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, one
trip to the continent of Africa cost the
American people some $40 million with
staff attendance numbering in excess of
1,000, and with the money, Mr. Speak-
er, coming from accounts belonging to
the Defense Department.

Here is the grand paradox: At a time
when we are threatened with returning
to the days of the hollow force which
has haunted the Clinton administra-
tion and this Nation some 20 years ago,
this administration is using money
that could go to help our men and
women in uniform for the arrival of Air
Force One on another continent and for
the ruffles and flourishes, in addition
to the customary security, which no
one would deny our Commander in
Chief. But it seems to me, Mr. Speaker,
to be once again a dereliction of duty
and indeed, sadly, so often has this
been the case, in recent weeks, the
clemency granted to over one dozen
Puerto Rican terrorists who were luke
warm in their denunciation of violence,
to the curious conduct in an election
year with funds supplied by Communist
China, and the curious transfer of tech-
nology by American firms to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, to reports last
week of, Mr. Speaker, what can only be
called appeasement of the outlaw Na-
tion of North Korea. Indeed, character-
ized by some in the press, and I hesi-
tate to use the term, for it is strong,
but I believe it is accurate, that this
great Nation, our great Nation may
have succumbed to nuclear blackmail.

Then we go down the list. The pil-
fering of 900 FBI files of political oppo-
nents; the sacking of dedicated civil
servants at the White House Travel Of-
fice, and the despair and tragedy that
met American citizens six years ago in
Waco, Texas. It reaches a point, Mr.
Speaker, when the American people
say, is there no end? Is there no jus-

tice? Is there, in fact, a case to be made
for one who would willingly commit
perjury and obstruction of justice? For
if one is derelict in small things, what
happens when the greater questions
arise? What happens with the greater
questions of national security? What
happens with the stewardship of the
hard-earned dollars of the American
men and women who offer their funds,
freely and voluntarily, through tax-
ation?

We believe, Mr. Speaker, in our com-
mon sense majority that there are four
goals that confront us. One is to bol-
ster and strengthen our national secu-
rity. We have done so in this chamber
by working, at long last, after a six-
year absence, to regain the techno-
logical edge in terms of a missile de-
fense system for this country, concur-
rently increasing salaries for our mili-
tary personnel. We have also moved,
Mr. Speaker, even as we try to improve
the lot in life for those men and women
in uniform, we also recognize that a
national priority should be education.
But, even as it is a national priority,
Mr. Speaker, it remains a local con-
cern. And, we in this common sense
conservative majority in this chamber
have passed two bills that reflect that.
One has been nicknamed Ed Flex, edu-
cational flexibility in terms of block
granting a piece of legislation endorsed
by all 50 of the Nation’s governors,
whether they were Republican or Dem-
ocrat, to provide flexibility at the
State level and ultimately at the local
level, so that we can return power to
the people who are duly elected to
local school boards, and more impor-
tantly, Mr. Speaker, to teachers who
seek to educate those young people in
their classrooms, in their individual
communities day in and day out.

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, I was honored
that our new Education Land Grant
Act passed this House by unanimous
vote, a procedure calling on the great
work done by those who have gone be-
fore. Justice Smith Morrell of
Vermont, to be specific, with the
Morrell Land Grant Act of the 1860s,
where we update that to apply that to
public and secondary school for a con-
veyance procedure, a uniform proce-
dure for the conveyance of Federal
land, nonenvironmental sensitive Fed-
eral land, for the construction of new
educational facilities. Again, a tool to
empower local communities because we
understand ultimately that people on
the front lines at home understand how
best to educate our children instead of
the theories and the spending programs
exercised by Washington bureaucrats.
So those are two of our priorities.

The third, of course, is to strengthen
Social Security and Medicare. I look to
the work done by my colleagues on the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
chairman, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER); the Subcommittee on
Social Security chairman, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), try-
ing to work out a plan that will not
only save Social Security for today’s

retirees, but for baby boomers who will
age into that category, and more im-
portantly, for the generations yet to
come, generations who grow more
skeptical about that program as years
pass, and to put the emphasis on per-
sonalization of accounts, so that future
retirees can have some discretion and
some personalization of the way in
which they would spend their pension
funds.

We also will work on the Committee
on Ways and Means of course to
strengthen Medicare as we again seek
to maximize choice and to offer pre-
scription drugs to the truly needy
among the elderly, rather than a gov-
ernment handout, characterized by one
of my constituents as an effort to raise
her Social Security premiums to pay
prescription drug benefits for the likes
of Ross Perot.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we return to
the topic that I mentioned at the out-
set and that is tax relief and tax fair-
ness for all Americans. Again, make no
mistake. With a veto of the tax bill,
the President of the United States has,
in essence, increased taxes on the
American people in excess of $700 bil-
lion, close to $800 billion. I think it
amounts to a $1 trillion mistake. But
ultimately, Mr. Speaker, the American
people will be the judge. We will con-
tinue to work in this chamber in a con-
structive way to defend the rights of
Americans and to embrace the notion
that the American people work hard
for the money they earn, and that they
should keep more of it and send less of
it here to Washington.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. COBLE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of the death of his
father.

Mr. DICKEY (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of a fam-
ily medical emergency.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BALDACCI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,

today.
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Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TOWNS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DIAZ-BALART) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, September 23.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
September 29.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes,
today and September 23.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today.
f

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 1059. An act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2000 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

f

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing dates present to the President,
for his approval, bills of the House of
the following titles:

On September 21, 1999:
H.R. 1905. Making appropriations for the

Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2490. Making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes.

On September 22, 1999:
H.R. 2587. Making appropriations for the

government of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against revenues of said District for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, September 23, 1999,
at 10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4350. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Fresh Prunes Grown in Des-
ignated Counties in Washington and

Umatilla County, Oregon; Increased Assess-
ment Rate [Docket No. FV99–924–1 FR] re-
ceived September 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

4351. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Milk in the Southwest Plains
Marketing Area; Suspension of Certain Pro-
visions of the Order [DA–99–06] received Sep-
tember 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

4352. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Irish Potatoes Grown in Colorado;
Increased Assessment Rate [Docket No.
FV99–948–1 FR] received September 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

4353. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quests for FY 2000 budget amendments for
the Departments of Commerce, Defense, En-
ergy, State, and the Treasury, the General
Services Administration, International As-
sistance Programs, the National Science
Foundation, and the Office of Personnel
Management, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107; (H.
Doc. No. 106–129); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

4354. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for resources to be used to fund construction
projects in Europe; (H. Doc. No. 106–128); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

4355. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7719] received August 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

4356. A letter from the Administrator,
Food and Nutrition Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition
Program: Legislative Changes From the Wil-
liam F. Goodling Child Nutrition Reauthor-
ization Act of 1998 (RIN: 0584–AC80) received
August 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

4357. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel, Office of the Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Department of Education, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Administration
of Grants and Agreements with Institutions
of Higher Education, Hospitals, and Other
Non-Profit Organizations; Direct Grant Pro-
grams; State Administered Programs; Defi-
nitions that Apply to Department Regula-
tions; Uniform Administrative Requirements
for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to
State and Local Governments; Protection of
Human Subjects; Student Rights in Re-
search, Experimental Programs and Testing;
Family Educational Rights and Privacy—Re-
ceived September 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

4358. A letter from the Associate Chief,
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Commu-
nications Assistance for Law Enforcement
Act [CC Docket No. 97–213] received August
31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4359. A letter from the Associate Division
Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Com-
munications Assistance for Law Enforce-
ment Act [CC Docket No. 97–213] received

August 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4360. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (St. Anne
and Beaverville, Illinois) [MM Docket No. 98–
64; RM–9272; RM–9358] received August 31,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4361. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations. (Cedar Key, Florida)
[MM Docket No. 99–72; RM–9323] received Au-
gust 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4362. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule—Broadcast Television National Owner-
ship Rules; Review of the Commission’s Reg-
ulations Governing Television Broadcasting;
Television Satellite Stations Review of Pol-
icy and Rules [MM Docket No. 96–222, MM
Docket No. 91–221, MM Docket No. 87–8]—re-
ceived August 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4363. A letter from the Assistant Bureau
Chief, Management, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—International Settle-
ment Rates Report and Order on Reconsider-
ation and Order Lifting Stay [IB Docket No.
96–261, FCC 99–124] received September 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4364. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule—Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (La
Jara, Colorado; Westcliffe, Colorado; Carmel
Valley, California; Nanakuli, Hawaii;
Wahiawa, Hawaii; Hanapepe, Hawaii;
Holualoa, Hawaii; Honokaa, Hawaii; Kihei,
Hawaii; Kurtistown, Hawaii [MM Docket No.
99–106; RM–9509; MM Docket No. 99–110; RM–
9513; MM Docket No. 99–171; RM–9574; MM
Docket No. 99–172; RM–9575; MM Docket No.
99–173; RM–9576; MM Docket No. 99–175; RM–
9578; MM Docket No. 99–176; RM–9579; MM
Docket No. 99–177; RM–9580; MM Docket No.
99–178; RM–9581; MM Docket No. 99–179; RM–
9582] Received September 7, 1999, pursuant to
5 to the Committee on Commerce.

4365. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Absence and Leave; Use of
Restored Annual Leave (RIN: 3206–AI71) re-
ceived August 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

4366. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the
Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Endangered and Threatened Wild-
life and Plants; Final Rule to Remove the
American Peregrine Falcon from the Federal
List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife,
and to Remove the Similarity of Appearance
Provision for Free-Flying Peregrines in the
Conterminous United States (RIN: 1018–
AF04) received August 27, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

4367. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Atlantic Tuna Fisheries; Regu-
latory Adjustments [Docket No. 990513131–
9153–02; I.D. 051299B] (RIN: 0648–AM69) re-
ceived August 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.
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4368. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-

trator for Fisheries, NMFS, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Atlantic Tuna Fisheries; Regu-
latory Adjustments [Docket No. 990513131–
9131–01; I.D. 051299B] (RIN: 0648–AM69) re-
ceived August 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

4369. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; Bluefin
Tuna Catch Reporting [Docket No. 990618163–
9163–01; I.D. 052799D] (RIN: 0648–AM81) re-
ceived August 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

4370. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Atlantic Highly Migratory Spe-
cies (HMS) Fisheries; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna
1999 Quota and Effort Control Specifications
[Docket No. 990217050–9147–02; I.D. 010799A]
(RIN: 0648–AM27) received August 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4371. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Final Policy on the National Wildlife
Refuge System and Compensatory Mitiga-
tion under the Section 10/404 Program [1018–
AF64] received September 10, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

4372. A letter from the Associate Chief
Counsel, FHA, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Commercial Driver Disqualification
Provision [FHWA Docket No. FHWA–97–3103]
(RIN: 2125–AE28) received August 30, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4373. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of the
legal description of the Class E Airspace;
Cincinnati, OH [Airspace Docket No. 99–
AGL–32] received August 30, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4374. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Safety
Zone: Staten Island Fireworks, Lower New
York Bay and Raritan Bay [CGD01–99–094]
(RIN: 2115–AA97) received August 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4375. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law,
USCG, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Draw-
bridge Operation Regulations: Hutchinson
River, NY [CGD01–99–153] received August 27,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4376. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revocation of Class
E Airspace, Lafayette, Aretz Airport, IN
[Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–36] received
August 30, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4377. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class D Airspace and Class E Airspace; Terre
Haute, IN [Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–35]

received August 30, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4378. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Escanaba, MI [Airspace
Docket No. 99–AGL–34] received August 30,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4379. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 747–400, 757–200, 767–
200 and 767–300 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
99–NM–111–AD; Amendment 39–11282; AD 99–
18–16] received September 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4380. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Establishment of a
Balanced Measurement System [TD 8830]
(RIN: 1545–AW80) received August 27, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

4381. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Extension of Relief
Relating to Application of Nondiscrimina-
tion Rules for Certain Governmental Plans
[Notice 99–40] received August 30, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

4382. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—1999 Marginal Pro-
duction Rates [Notice 99–46] received Sep-
tember 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4383. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to establish the basis for reimburse-
ment for services provided by Working Cap-
ital Fund activities for USDA and other Fed-
eral entities, and for the recovery of all costs
for service provided to any entity; to ensure
adequate capitalization of the Fund; and to
establish appropriate levels of operating re-
serves for the Fund; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Agriculture and Government Reform.

4384. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to permit the payment of
medical expenses incurred by the U.S. Park
Police in the performance of duty to be made
directly by the National Park Service; joint-
ly to the Committees on Resources and Gov-
ernment Reform.

4385. A letter from the Administrator,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to pro-
vide a temporary authority for the use of
voluntary separation incentives to assist the
U.S. Small Business Administration in
transitioning its workforce; jointly to the
Committees on Small Business and Govern-
ment Reform.

4386. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to amend the Food Stamp Act of
1977 to restore food stamp eligibility to cer-
tain elderly aliens residing in the U.S. on
August 22, 1996; jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Agriculture.

4387. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to improve the operation of the United
States Mint as a Performance Based Organi-
zation in the Department of the Treasury;
jointly to the Committees on Banking and
Financial Services, Government Reform, and
the Judiciary.

4388. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to restore Sup-
plemental Security Income and related Med-
icaid benefits to certain disabled immigrants
who lawfully enter the United States after
August 22, 1986; jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means, the Judiciary, and Com-
merce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. COMBEST: Committee on Agriculture.
Supplemental report on H.R. 2559. A bill to
amend the Federal Crop Insurance Act of
strengthen the safety net for agricultural
producers by providing greater access to
more affordable risk management tools and
improved protection from production and in-
come loss, to improve the efficiency and in-
tegrity of the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–300
Pt. 2).

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 299. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2506) to amend
title IX of the Public Health Service Act to
revise and extend the Agency for Health Care
Policy and Research (Rept. 106–328). Referred
to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr.
CAMP, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. GEJDEN-
SON, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. POMEROY,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FARR of
California, Mr. HORN, Mr. FORBES,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. FROST, Mr. PORTER,
Mr. BARCIA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. BARRETT of
Nebraska, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. DAVIS of
Florida, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. CARDIN, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 2909. A bill to provide for implementa-
tion by the United States of the Hague Con-
vention on Protection of Children and Co-
operation in Respect of Intercountry Adop-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on the Judiciary,
and Education and the Workforce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. DUNCAN, and Mr. LI-
PINSKI):

H.R. 2910. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize appropriations for
the National Transportation Safety Board
for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BERRY (for himself, Mr. FORD,
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. TANNER, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. JOHN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. DICKEY,
and Mr. COOKSEY):
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H.R. 2911. A bill to provide economic devel-

opment assistance and the planning and co-
ordination needed to assist in development
of the lower Mississippi Delta region; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin:
H.R. 2912. A bill to amend title XIX of the

Social Security Act to eliminate the termi-
nation of additional Federal payments to
States under the Medicaid Program for ad-
ministrative costs related to certain out-
reach and eligibility determinations; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon:
H.R. 2913. A bill to amend the Juvenile Jus-

tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
to authorize grants to provide juvenile ac-
countability coordinators to take a com-
prehensive approach to holding first- and
second-time nonviolent juvenile offenders
accountable for their actions; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. MEEHAN (for himself and Mr.
HANSEN):

H.R. 2914. A bill to prohibit the sale of to-
bacco products through the Internet or other
indirect means to individuals under the age
of 18; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MURTHA, and Ms. ESHOO):

H.R. 2915. A bill to protect students from
commercial exploitation; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
WEINER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H.R. 2916. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to require persons to obtain a
State license before receiving a handgun or
handgun ammunition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
WEINER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H.R. 2917. A bill to condition certain jus-
tice assistance grants to the States on the
implementation of handgun registration sys-
tems; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POMEROY:
H.R. 2918. A bill to amend Public Law 89–

108 to increase authorization levels for State
and Indian tribal, municipal, rural, and in-
dustrial water supplies, to meet current and
future water quantity and quality needs of
the Red River Valley, to deauthorize certain
project features and irrigation service areas,
to enhance natural resources and fish and
wildlife habitat, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. REGULA, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
GILCHREST, and Mr. HILL of Indiana):

H.R. 2919. A bill to promote preservation
and public awareness of the history of the
Underground Railroad by providing financial
assistance, to the Freedom Center in Cin-
cinnati, Ohio; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for himself
and Ms. BALDWIN):

H.R. 2920. A bill to permanently reenact
chapter 12 of title 11 of the United States
Code, relating to family farmers; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHADEGG:
H.R. 2921. A bill to amend the Comprehen-

sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 relating to
settlements by certain qualified businesses,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the

Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. GEJDENSON):

H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
European Council noise rule affecting
hushkitted and reengined aircraft; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on International Relations, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H. Con. Res. 188. Concurrent resolution
commending Greece and Turkey for their
mutual and swift response to the recent
earthquakes in both countries by providing
to each other humanitarian assistance and
rescue relief; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY (for himself, Mr.
NEY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. REGULA,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. QUINN, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
NORWOOD, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. YOUNG of
Florida, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. KASICH, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. WISE, Mr. KLINK, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. STRICK-
LAND, Mr. COBURN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BACHUS,
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. BUYER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GEKAS, Mr.
FROST, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. HORN, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. COOK, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. CANNON, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. SHOWS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. BOYD, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. HILL-
IARD, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Ms. DANNER, Mr. TURNER,
Mr. ROEMER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. FILNER, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. BARCIA, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BISHOP,
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Ms. LEE, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. BERRY,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. HAYES, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. LAMPSON, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. VENTO,
Mr. MINGE, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA):

H. Res. 298. A resolution calling on the
President to abstain from renegotiating
international agreements governing anti-
dumping and countervailing measures; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 148: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Ms.
ESHOO.

H.R. 163: Mr. TURNER and Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey.

H.R. 274: Mr. KASICH.
H.R. 354: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 360: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.

OBERSTAR, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 385: Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 405: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.

TURNER, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. SAXTON, and Ms.
GRANGER.

H.R. 406: Mr. TURNER.
H.R. 488: Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 505: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. PEASE.
H.R. 515: Mr. MEEKS of New York.
H.R. 531: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 750: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 809: Mr. COSTELLO and Mr. COOKSEY.
H.R. 860: Mr. BAIRD.
H.R. 933: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 961: Ms. ESHOO, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE

JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. NORTON, Ms. VELAZQUEZ,
Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. HOLLEY of Oregon, and
Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 984: Mr. CAMP, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. FORD,
and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 996: Mr. MATSUI and Mr. NAPOLITANO.
H.R. 1060: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 1080: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1082: Mr. SISISKY.
H.R. 1095: Mr. KLINK, Mr. POMEROY, Mrs.

LOWEY, and Mr. LAZIO.
H.R. 1149: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 1168: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. SANCHEZ,

Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 1244: Ms. GRANGER and Mr. COOK.
H.R. 1248: Ms. DUNN.
H.R. 1272: Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 1283: Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. PETRI,

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. DICKEY, and Mr.
LINDER.

H.R. 1291: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
H.R. 1300: Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BILBRAY, and

Mr. GANSKE.
H.R. 1322: Mr. COBURN.
H.R. 1367: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 1399: Mr. OWENS, Ms. WATERS, and

Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 1459: Mr. GRAHAM and Mr. HUTCH-

INSON.
H.R. 1472: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 1483: Mr. GREENWOOD and Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 1547: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 1628: Mrs. FOWLER.
H.R. 1644: Mr. EHRLICH.
H.R. 1824: Mrs. JONES of Ohio and Mr.

ISAKSON.
H.R. 1832: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.

GILLMOR, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 1840: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 1871: Mr. CANNON and Mr. MENENDEZ.
H.R. 1917: Ms. GRANGER.
H.R. 1926: Mr. ROGERS, Mr. LIPINSKI, and

Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 1932: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. MCCAR-

THY of Missouri, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MEEK
of Florida, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SABO, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. SPRATT, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 1933: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 2121: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Ms. KAP-
TUR.

H.R. 2170: Mr. FORD, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
DOOLEY of California, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, and Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 2232: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 2265: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LEE, Mr.

BRADY of Texas, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, Mrs. KELLY, and Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 2294: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 2372: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.

MASCARA, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. HERGER, Mrs.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8557September 22, 1999
BONO, Mr. STUMP, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
WELLER, and Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 2389: Mr. FROST and Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 2418: Mr. GORDON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
WU, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. NORWOOD,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey,
and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 2436: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. BAKER, and
Mr. TALENT.

H.R. 2453: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 2539: Mr. DOOLEY of California and Mr.

GEORGE MILLER of California.
H.R. 2556: Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mrs.

MORELLA, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia.
H.R. 2558: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, Mr. SALMON, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
PEASE, and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 2564: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 2595: Mr. OBERSTAR.
H.R. 2652: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.

WAXMAN, and Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 2662: Ms. DUNN, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and

Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 2672: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. REYES.
H.R. 2687: Mr. BAIRD.
H.R. 2708: Mr. GARY MILLER of California

and Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H.R. 2713: Mr. STARK.
H.R. 2722: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.

HINCHEY, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. MOAKLEY, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 2743: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
LEACH, and Mr. FORD.

H.R. 2766: Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 2774: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 2786: Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 2870: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.

ENGEL, Mrs. KELLY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, and Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 2896: Mr. KING.
H.R. 2899: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Mr.

HINCHEY.
H.R. 2901: Mr. HAYES.
H.R. 2905: Ms. LEE.
H.J. Res. 65: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. FILNER,

Mr. REYES, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr.
STEARNS.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. CRANE.
H. Con. Res. 46: Ms. STABENOW.
H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. BOYD, Mr. LUCAS of

Kentucky, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WISE, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, and Mr. WU.

H. Con. Res. 89: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, Mr. LEACH, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. BARRETT
of Wisconsin.

H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. METCALF.
H. Res. 238: Mr. HORN.
H. Res. 254: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SMITH of

Washington, Mrs. BIGGERT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. FILNER, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BRADY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. BERMAN, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. LEE, Mr. WU, and
Ms. BALDWIN.

H. Res. 280: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. PETRI.
f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY MR. BILIRAKIS

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 3, line 2, strike
‘‘by’’ and all that follows through ‘‘research’’
on line 3 and insert the following: ‘‘by con-
ducting and supporting—

‘‘ ‘(1) research’’.
Page 4, line 3, strike ‘‘synthesizing and dis-

seminating’’ and insert ‘‘the synthesis and
dissemination of’’.

Page 4, line 7, strike ‘‘advancing’’ and in-
sert ‘‘initiatives to advance’’.

Page 4, beginning on line 11, strike ‘‘shall
undertake’’ and all that follows through

‘‘evaluations’’ on line 12 and insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘shall conduct and support research
and evaluations, and support demonstration
projects,’’.

Page 4, line 25, strike ‘‘shall support’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘activities’’ on page
5, line 4, and insert the following: ‘‘shall con-
duct and support research, evaluations, and
training, support demonstration projects, re-
search networks, and multi-disciplinary cen-
ters, provide technical assistance, and dis-
seminate information on health care and on
systems for the delivery of such care, includ-
ing activities’’.

Page 6, line 5, strike ‘‘made available
under section 487’’ and insert ‘‘made avail-
able under section 487(d)(3) for the Agency’’.

Page 7, beginning on line 21, strike ‘‘that it
uses’’.

Page 7, line 23, strike ‘‘that it uses’’.
Page 7, line 24, strike ‘‘behind health care

practice’’ and insert ‘‘underlying health care
practice’’.

Page 8, beginning on line 15, strike ‘‘Health
Care Improvement Research Centers’’ and in-
sert ‘‘health care improvement research cen-
ters’’.

Page 8, line 20, strike ‘‘Provider-based Re-
search Networks’’ and insert ‘‘provider-based
research networks’’.

Page 8, line 23, insert ‘‘evaluate and’’ be-
fore ‘‘promote quality improvement’’.

Page 13, beginning on line 7, strike ‘‘In car-
rying out 902(a), the Director’’ and insert
‘‘The Director’’.

Page 14, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘, the
needs’’ and all that follows through ‘‘and
monitor’’ on line 8 and insert the following:
‘‘, including the health care needs of popu-
lations identified in section 901(c), provide
data to study the relationships between
health care quality, outcomes, access, use,
and cost, measure changes over time, and
monitor’’.

Page 15, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘shall
support research, evaluations and initiatives
to advance’’ and insert ‘‘shall conduct and
support research, evaluations, and initia-
tives to advance’’.

Page 18, beginning on line 15, strike ‘‘clin-
ical practice and health care technologies’’
and insert ‘‘health care practices and tech-
nologies’’.

Page 18, beginning on line 21, strike
‘‘health care practices and health care tech-
nologies’’ and insert ‘‘health care practices
and technologies’’.

Page 19, line 1, strike ‘‘promoting edu-
cation, training, and providing’’ and insert
‘‘promoting education and training and pro-
viding’’.

Page 19, beginning on line 2, strike ‘‘health
care practice and health care technology as-
sessment’’ and insert ‘‘health care practice
and technology assessment’’.

Page 20, line 4, insert ‘‘health care’’ before
‘‘technologies’’.

Page 25, line 5, insert ‘‘National’’ before
‘‘Advisory Council’’.

Page 29, beginning on line 4, strike ‘‘the
maximum rate of basic pay payable for GS–
18 of the General Schedule’’ and insert the
following: ‘‘the daily equivalent of the an-
nual rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV
of the Executive Schedule under section 5315
of title 5, United States Code, for each day
during which such member is engaged in the
performance of the duties of the Advisory
Council’’.

Page 43, line 2, insert ‘‘National’’ before
‘‘Advisory Council’’.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 6, line 10, insert be-
fore the period the following: ‘‘, and with re-
spect to the priority population involved,
shall in addition take into consideration the
extent to which the individuals who receive
the training will maintain a continuing com-
mitment to health services research regard-
ing such population (taking into account de-

mographic, socioeconomic, and other appro-
priate factors)’’.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 7, after line 14, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(g) ANNUAL REPORT.—Beginning with fis-
cal year 2003, the Director shall annually
submit to the Congress a report regarding
prevailing disparities in health care delivery
as it relates to racial factors, socioeconomic
factors, and disease prevalence in priority
populations.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. DAVIS OF ILLINOIS

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 21, line 6, insert
after ‘‘agencies,’’ the following: ‘‘minority
institutions of higher education (such as His-
torically Black Colleges and Universities,
and Hispanic institutions),’’.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. THOMPSON OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Page 21, after line 8, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(d) MEDICAL EXAMINATION OF CERTAIN VIC-
TIMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Director shall promote evi-
dence-based clinical practices for—

‘‘(A) the examination and treatment by
health professionals of individuals who are
victims of sexual assault (including child
molestation) or attempted sexual assault;
and

‘‘(B) the training of health professionals on
performing medical evidentiary examina-
tions of individuals who are victims of child
abuse or neglect, sexual assault, elder abuse,
or domestic violence.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN CONSIDERATIONS.—Evidence-
based clinical practices promoted under
paragraph (1) shall take into consideration
the expertise and experience of Federal and
State law enforcement officials regarding
the victims referred to in such paragraph,
and of other appropriate public and private
entities (including medical societies, victim
services organizations, sexual assault pre-
vention organizations, and social services or-
ganizations).

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. THOMPSON OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 46, after line 2, add
the following section:

SEC. 4. REPORT ON TELEMEDICINE.

Not later than January 10, 2001, the Direc-
tor of the Agency for Health Research and
Quality shall submit to the Congress a re-
port that—

(1) identifies any factors that inhibit the
expansion and accessibility of telemedicine
services, including factors relating to tele-
medicine networks;

(2) identifies any factors that, in addition
to geographical isolation, should be used to
determine which patients need or require ac-
cess to telemedicine care;

(3) determines the extent to which—
(A) patients receiving telemedicine service

have benefited from the services, and are sat-
isfied with the treatment received pursuant
to the services; and

(B) the medical outcomes for such patients
would have differed if telemedicine services
had not been available to the patients;

(4) determines the extent to which physi-
cians involved with telemedicine services
have been satisfied with the medical aspects
of the services;

(5) determines the extent to which primary
care physicians are enhancing their medical
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knowledge and experience through the inter-
action with specialists provided by telemedi-
cine consultations;

(6) determines the manner in which the
confidentiality of information on patients
can be protected when information is trans-
ferred via electronic telemedicine networks;
and

(7) identifies legal and medical issues relat-
ing to State licensing of health professionals
that are presented by telemedicine services,
and provides any recommendations of the Di-
rector for responding to such issues.

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. TIERNEY

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Page 12, after line 14, in-
sert the following subparagraph:

‘‘(C) The conduct of research on methods
to reduce the costs to consumers of obtain-
ing prescription drugs.

Page 12, line 15, strike ‘‘(C)’’ and insert
‘‘(D)’’.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. TIERNEY

AMENDMENT NO. 10: Page 13, after line 5, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(d) STUDIES OF METHODS TO IMPROVE AC-
CESS TO HEALTH SERVICES.—The Director
shall conduct, and shall provide scientific
and technical support for private and public
efforts to conduct, studies of the organiza-
tion, delivery, and financing of health serv-
ices in order to determine the cost and qual-
ity effects of various methods of substan-
tially increasing the number of individuals
in the United States who have access to
health services.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. TIERNEY

AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 13, after line 5, in-
sert the following subsection:

‘‘(d) STUDIES OF METHODS TO IMPROVE AC-
CESS TO HEALTH SERVICES.—The Director
shall conduct, and shall provide scientific
and technical support for private and public
efforts to conduct, studies of the organiza-
tion, delivery, and financing of health serv-
ices in order to determine the cost and qual-
ity effects of various methods of substan-
tially increasing the number of individuals
in the United States who have access to
health services. Such studies shall include a
study to determine the impact of a single
payer insurance coverage program on health
expenditures in the United States during the
fiscal years 2000 through 2007 compared to
the projected impact of the current system
on health expenditures in the United States
during such period.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our 
guest Chaplain, Rev. Craig Barnes, 
Washington, DC. 

We are pleased to have you with us. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain, Rev. Craig 
Barnes, senior pastor, National Pres-
byterian Church, Washington, DC, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty God, before any more work 

is done this day, before anyone stands 
up in leadership over the Nation, we 
bow our heads in humble confession 
that we are completely dependent upon 
You. 

Even the greatest among us is but 
flesh, and lighter than a breath in Your 
holy presence. So use our leaders this 
day, not because they are necessary, 
but because in Your hands they can be-
come instruments for building Your 
holy kingdom on Earth. 

When our leaders are tempted to de-
spair, give them Your hope. When they 
are hurt, give them Your protecting 
angels. And when they are discouraged, 
give them great visions and dreams of 
that coming day when, throughout the 
land, we shall all do justice, love kind-
ness, and walk humbly with You, our 
God. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable BILL FRIST, a Sen-
ator from the State of Tennessee, led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able Senator is recognized. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, today 

the Senate will immediately begin de-
bate on the Department of Defense au-
thorization conference report with the 
vote on adoption ordered to take place 
at approximately 9:45 a.m. 

Following the vote, the Senate will 
begin consideration of the VA–HUD ap-
propriations bill. It is hoped that Sen-
ators who have amendments to the bill 
will work with the chairman and rank-
ing member so that they may offer 
those amendments in a timely fashion. 
Senators can expect votes throughout 
the day in an effort to make significant 
progress on this legislation. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON 
CALENDAR—S. 1606 

Mr. WARNER. I understand there is a 
bill at the desk due for its second read-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). The clerk will read the bill for 
the second time. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1606) to reenact chapter 12 of title 

11, United States Code, and for other pur-
poses. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished majority lead-
er, I object to further proceedings on 
the bill at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be placed on the calendar under 
rule XIV. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 

resume consideration of the conference 
report accompanying S. 1059, which the 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Conference report to accompany S. 1059 to 

authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2000 
for military activities of the Department of 
Defense, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 15 
minutes for debate equally divided in 
the usual form prior to the vote on the 
conference report. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senate worked well into the evening 
last night, and we had about an hour 
and a half of deliberations regarding 
this bill. We are prepared this morning, 
the distinguished ranking member and 
myself, to conclude that debate. 

Once again, I pay my heartfelt trib-
ute to my distinguished ranking mem-
ber and the staff of the committee for 
a job well done. We have produced a 
work product in which I believe this in-
stitution can take great pride. 

Mr. President, the Senate is a con-
stant learning experience, and al-
though I have been privileged to have 
represented the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia for some 21 years in the Senate, I 
experienced last night an event which I 
shall always remember. We had con-
cluded our debate, and I was proceeding 
to do the wrapup on behalf of the ma-
jority leader, and when the Senate con-
cluded its work, I was suddenly sur-
rounded by the pages, shaking hands, 
and expressing their great apprecia-
tion. It then took me a minute to real-
ize that we had concluded debate be-
yond the hour of 9 p.m., thereby fore-
closing any requirement that they per-
form their homework. That was a trib-
ute that I shall long remember. 

The other experience last night was 
my distinguished good friend and rank-
ing member, the senior Senator from 
Michigan, announcing that he would 
support this bill. I recognize it has 
been a serious struggle for him and 
others occasioned by the amendment 
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on the bill regarding the reorganiza-
tion of the Department of Energy. 

I feel very strongly that the Senate 
did its duty on behalf of the country 
and put on that bill legislation in the 
course of the conference that is badly 
needed to reorganize that Department. 
I am confident the current Secretary 
has the ability within this statute to 
lead that Department, restructuring it 
in a manner that it can continue to 
serve the United States and at the 
same time protect the vital security 
matters that come before that Depart-
ment. 

The bill before us now marks a nec-
essary turning point in reversing the 
dangerous trends that we have wit-
nessed in our military after 15 years of 
declining defense spending. While the 
world has changed in many ways since 
the end of the cold war, what has not 
changed is that America’s Armed 
Forces are bearing our commitments 
as they have always done. There are, 
however, limits to that commitment 
by the men and women who proudly 
serve in uniform. Our forces are clearly 
overstressed in commitments through-
out the world, the most recent being 
East Timor, where there was clear jus-
tification for U.S. participation. 

Over the past decade, our military 
manpower has been reduced by one- 
third, from 2.2 million to 1.4 million, 
and during this same period our troops 
have been involved in 50 military oper-
ations worldwide. As the force levels 
have been brought down, as the defense 
spending in that same period was 
brought down, up went the number of 
times that President Clinton and, in-
deed, President Bush sent our troops 
beyond our shores—50 times. Compare 
that period of 10 years to the end of the 
Vietnam war, in 1975, when we had a bi-
polar world—the Soviet Union and the 
United States. In that period from 1975 
until roughly 1990, a 15-year period, 
U.S. military forces were engaged in 
only 20 deployments beyond our shores. 
Therein is the reason why our com-
mittee, with the strong support of the 
leadership—certainly Senator LOTT ini-
tiated the correspondence that began 
to bring to the attention of the Presi-
dent, and indeed this body, the need for 
increased defense spending. Eventually 
the President did recognize that need 
and indicated a willingness to increase 
that spending. 

Our committee, I am very proud to 
say, even went beyond the President’s 
number for defense spending. We did so 
with the very able help and assistance 
of the members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. On two occasions they came be-
fore our committee and clearly told us 
their own personal views regarding the 
need for additional pay for the men and 
women in the Armed Forces, additional 
money for research and development 
and procurement, and, indeed, it was 
their testimony that laid the solid 
foundation on which we come before 
the Senate today, proudly, with a bill, 
for the first time in 15 years, increas-
ing defense spending. 

I yield the floor at this time to my 
distinguished colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, let 
me thank again the very able, very dis-
tinguished chairman of our committee 
for the bipartisan approach with which 
he leads our committee. It has been a 
consistent pattern for him since he has 
been in the Senate. We came here to-
gether, so we have a lot of knowledge 
and awareness of each other. He has 
really made an extraordinary contribu-
tion to this body and to the well-being 
of the Nation. I commend him for it. 

This bill is an important bill. It is 
really two bills. It is the Department of 
Defense bill, an authorization bill, but 
it is also a Department of Energy reor-
ganization bill. It is the second bill 
that is the troubling one. I have re-
solved to vote for this bill because I be-
lieve, on balance, it is at least possible 
that the reorganization can be work-
able and that the Secretary of the De-
partment of Energy will be able to 
manage the Department and we will be 
able to hold him accountable. I am 
going to go into that a little more in a 
few moments, but before I do, I want to 
talk a bit about the Department of De-
fense part of this bill because, as the 
chairman says, this is a very important 
contribution to the security of this Na-
tion. 

By increasing pay, by improving re-
tirement, by enhancing retention, we 
are making, we hope, a significant con-
tribution to the security of this Na-
tion. The morale of our troops will be 
given a boost when they see a bigger 
pay raise than they expected. The mo-
rale of our troops will be boosted when 
they see a better retirement package 
than they previously had. The morale 
of our troops, and indeed of all of our 
citizens, should be boosted when they 
see that the readiness of our forces is 
given a boost from this bill. So the de-
fense part of this bill, I believe, makes 
a significant contribution to the well- 
being of the men and women in the 
military and to the security of this Na-
tion. 

The problem we had on this bill came 
from the DOE reorganization because 
the conference report is significantly 
different from what passed the Senate. 
What passed the Senate, after a great 
deal of debate, was a reorganization of 
the Department of Energy which re-
flected the recommendation of the 
Rudman panel that there be a semi-
autonomous Department of Energy. I 
think most of us favored that. I surely 
do. But in a number of respects, this 
conference report goes beyond what the 
Senate passed by an overwhelming 
vote. And when we referred the lan-
guage in the conference report to the 
Congressional Research Service and 
asked them to do an analysis for us, to 
tell us what the differences were and 
whether or not they really were rel-
evant, whether or not they really were 
significant, whether or not they really 
limited the ability of the Secretary of 

Energy to run his Department, the CRS 
gave us their objective view of the con-
ference report language. There are 
some parts of that CRS review which 
should make us all pause, and which 
made me pause. 

The Congressional Research Service 
concluded, for instance, that the Sec-
retary’s authority over this new nu-
clear security administration, ‘‘may be 
problematic, in view of the overall 
scheme of the proposed legislation.’’ 

The CRS said the language in the 
conference report raises questions 
about ‘‘whether it is possible, or desir-
able in practice, to split policy and op-
erations in organizational terms.’’ And 
the CRS report asks whether the prac-
tice of insulating the staff offices of 
this new entity from the departmental 
staff offices ‘‘effectively vitiate[s] the 
meaning of the earlier provisions as-
signing the Secretary full authority 
and control over any function of the 
Administration and its personnel.’’ 

Those are significant questions and 
potentially significant problems. On 
the other hand, there is language in 
this conference report which says that 
this new entity is established ‘‘within 
the Department of Energy,’’ and there-
fore it is subject, obviously, to the di-
rection and control of the Secretary. 
The conference report says that the 
Secretary of Energy—not the new head 
of this entity, an Under Secretary, but 
the Secretary himself—is responsible 
for ‘‘developing the security, counter-
intelligence, and intelligence policies 
of the Department.’’ 

The conference report says that the 
Secretary of Energy—not the new head 
of the entity, who is an Under Sec-
retary, but the Secretary—is given 
continuing responsibility for the secu-
rity and counterintelligence problems 
within the Department’s nuclear en-
ergy defense programs. And there are a 
number of other provisions similar to 
that. 

So it seems to me one can at least 
fairly argue that, given that authority 
to establish policies, one will then have 
the authority to ensure that policies 
are carried out. So we are going to 
have to monitor very carefully this 
new entity as it is implemented, as-
suming the President, of course, does 
not veto it. If the President does veto 
it, there is no certainty by any stretch 
of the imagination that the veto would 
be sustained. I am voting for this bill. 
I am always open to the argument of a 
President, if he decided to veto it, as to 
why the veto, in fact, was dealt. 

But based on what is before us, it 
seems to me there is at least a reason-
able prospect that the Secretary of En-
ergy will be able to manage this De-
partment. We intend to create a semi-
autonomous entity—not a 
semiaccountable entity but a semi-
autonomous entity. We intend to cre-
ate here a semiautonomous entity, not 
a semiaccountable Secretary of En-
ergy. We want that Secretary to be 
fully accountable, which means he 
must be able to manage, control, and 
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direct his Department, the policies in 
that Department, and the implementa-
tion of those policies. 

So I close by thanking our staff. I 
will not thank the pages since they ap-
parently owe us one, since we kept 
them here late enough last night so 
they were relieved from some other du-
ties. But I thank our staff for their 
great work in making this bill a re-
ality. 

I shall vote for this bill. I, again, 
thank the chairman for his reaching 
out to all members of the committee 
for contributions. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 

my distinguished colleague. This is a 
committee that works together as a 
team under our joint leadership. 

The House of Representatives sent a 
strong signal which I hope, within the 
next 30 minutes, will likewise be sent 
by the Senate. That signal went world-
wide to the men and women of the 
Armed Forces, many of whom are serv-
ing in harm’s way to defend the very 
flag to which we pledged our allegiance 
today. That vote was 375 to 45. I urge 
all Senators to give, likewise, support 
to this bill. 

As I close my remarks and say that 
this bill is for those men and women of 
the Armed Forces, I take note of the 
presence on the floor of our distin-
guished former chairman, Senator 
THURMOND. There is no braver soldier 
who ever served in the Senate than our 
distinguished chairman. 

Mr. THURMOND. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. WARNER. He will, I assume, be 
casting one of the very first votes for 
this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to offer my views on this year’s De-
fense authorization conference report. I 
plan to vote for the conference report. 
It is a bill that, like other defense bills 
of the past, contains a great many ex-
cellent provisions that enhance our 
military capability and the quality of 
life for our service personnel and their 
families. My normal enthusiasm for 
the Defense bill this year is tempered, 
though, by a number of provisions that, 
in my view, do not serve the interest of 
national security well. I would like to 
review the positive aspects of the con-
ference report first, though, before dis-
cussing its troubling aspects. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I have worked very hard to 
see that issues and programs that I 
care about were addressed in this con-
ference report. I am pleased to say that 
many of the concerns that I raised in 
subcommittee, full committee, the 
floor, and finally, in conference have 
been met. 

A few examples are worth empha-
sizing: 

This conference report does a lot of 
very good things for the men and 
women in the military and their fami-
lies. The services reported difficulties 
in recruiting and retaining key per-

sonnel during the past year—raising 
concerns that this might grow more se-
rious in years to come. 

In response, the conference report in-
cludes a 4.8 percent pay raise for mili-
tary personnel, and raises the annual 
increase for service people by a half a 
percentage point above increases in the 
cost of living over the next five years. 
That’s good news. 

The conference report extends, and, 
in some important instances, increases 
special pay and bonuses for key skill 
categories that were due to expire at 
the end of this year. 

Of particular interest to many New 
Mexico families at our Air Force bases 
at Holloman, Kirtland, and Cannon, 
junior and mid-career Air Force avia-
tion officers could qualify for addi-
tional bonuses of $25,000 for each year 
they promise to extend active duty 
service. That is good news in our State 
and for the Nation. 

The conference report also increases 
authority for re-enlistment bonuses 
from $45,000 to $60,000. 

For retirees and folks in the military 
contemplating retirement, the con-
ference report fixes the inequity that 
penalized those who came under the 
Redux system after 1986. Those mili-
tary personnel may now elect to trans-
fer to the old system, or to accept a 
$30,000 bonus while remaining under 
the Redux program. Recent retirees 
and those soon to retire in New Mexico 
enthusiastically welcome this provi-
sion. 

Veterans and their families will also 
benefit from a very important measure 
in this year’s conference report—a 
change that have been advocating for 
the last couple of years. Any veteran’s 
family seeking an honor guard at the 
funeral of one of our veterans is now 
guaranteed to have one. Uniformed per-
sonnel, the presentation of an Amer-
ican flag, and the playing taps will be 
provided in recognition for service to 
the nation whenever requested. That is 
good news for our veterans community. 

There is another initiative for vet-
erans that I strongly support in this 
conference report. It could lead to au-
thorization for veterans to use Na-
tional Guard armories to receive serv-
ices and counseling regarding a wide 
spectrum of veterans’ benefit pro-
grams. This measure could go a long 
way toward making it easier for our 
veterans to receive the benefits that 
they are due. 

That is a bit about the ‘‘people part’’ 
of the conference report—an area 
where I think it has quite a bit to offer. 

The conference report also makes 
some important contributions on key 
policy matters—for example, programs 
that have to do with preventing the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction, particularly through cooper-
ative programs with Russia and other 
countries of the Newly Independent 
States. 

The conference report includes, for 
example, $475 million for the Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction Program to ac-

celerate the disarmament of Russian 
strategic weapons, assist in chemical 
weapons destruction, and support ef-
forts to increase security for Russian 
nuclear materials in order to prevent 
them from being smuggled aboard. I 
urge the Congress to fully support this 
program through authorization and ap-
propriation of the necessary funds. It 
remains fully in our own security in-
terests to do so. 

There is also funding for programs to 
prevent Russian weapons scientists 
from selling their skills to the higher 
bidder. The Initiatives for Prolifera-
tion Prevention and the Nuclear Cities 
Initiative will help us to keep that 
from happening, while at the same 
time building important people to peo-
ple relationships that we hope will sus-
tain improved relations between our 
nations during coming decades. 

Again, although I believe these pro-
grams are worthy of more funding than 
they received, I am pleased that fund-
ing has been authorized and I urge the 
Congress to appropriate those funds as 
well. 

This conference report also author-
izes funds for another important coop-
erative program that will serve our se-
curity interest well—the Russian- 
American Observation Satellite pro-
gram (RAMOS). RAMOS is being de-
signed to take the uncertainty out of 
early warning of missile attacks. It is 
meant to ensure that in case a missile 
firing is detected, a military order to 
respond with nuclear missiles is not 
made in error. Fully funding a robust 
RAMOS program will greatly serve our 
nation’s nuclear security. I urge the 
defense appropriators to ensure that 
those funds are available. 

Looking toward the future of the Na-
tion’s military capability, this con-
ference report includes funding for 
basic science and technology research 
in accordance with my hopes and in-
tentions to increase that level of fund-
ing by 2 percent in real terms. That 
level of funding was not won without a 
fight, however, and I remain concerned 
that future defense budgets may fall 
short in this area. If that happens, the 
technological advantages that we have 
witnessed in the Persian Gulf and in 
the Balkans will erode quickly, and 
international military challenges could 
result in significant casualties and 
losses of expensive military equipment. 

As you know, the conference report 
also authorizes funding for defense pro-
grams within the Department of En-
ergy (DOE). This bill authorizes $4.5 
billion for DOE weapons programs in-
cluding the science-based stockpile 
stewardship that enables the Depart-
ment to certify the safety and reli-
ability of our nuclear weapons without 
having to test them. 

Stockpile Stewardship is providing 
challenging science to a new genera-
tion of scientists employed at the labs 
that will not only certify the stockpile, 
but assure the nation that the best sci-
entific talent available continues to 
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support science programs at our na-
tional laboratories such as those in my 
State, Sandia and Los Alamos. 

These aspects of the Defense con-
ference report are all very favorable, 
and normally I would vote for such a 
report with the greatest enthusiasm. 
My enthusiasm, though, is diminished 
by the provisions of the conference re-
port dealing with the management of 
the Department of Energy. These pro-
visions cause me deep concern, as I be-
lieve they will be damaging to our na-
tional security in the long term. 

These troublesome provisions are 
largely found in Title 32 of the con-
ference report. This is a wholly new 
Title that was inserted in conference. 
It was not part of the original Defense 
bill passed by the Senate or by the 
House. It differs substantially, in a few 
crucial respects, from the DOE reorga-
nization proposals considered and 
agreed to by the Senate in the intel-
ligence authorization bill. 

Title 32 contains the most sweeping 
revisions in DOE organization since the 
founding of the agency in 1977. Yet, 
there was not a single Members’ meet-
ing throughout the entire conference 
to discuss its provisions. When you 
consider the importance of our nuclear 
arsenal, the lack of a role for Members 
in fixing the terms of its reorganiza-
tion is striking and very hard to jus-
tify. 

The result is a statute that, in my 
view, will be exceptionally difficult to 
implement. Coping with the ambigu-
ities and internal contradictions of 
Title 32 will needlessly distract the 
new administration and the Depart-
ment of Energy from the mission of 
maintaining the safety and reliability 
of the nuclear stockpile. This is not 
just my personal view. The ranking 
member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee commissioned a study of 
title 32 from the experts in law and 
government organization at the Con-
gressional Research Service (CRS), 
after the conference report was filed. 
The CRS produced a sobering assess-
ment of this new title, highlights of 
which my colleague has shared with us. 
I have also received an expression of 
deep concern from 43 State attorneys 
general about the impact of the 
changes that were made in Title 32 on 
the applicability of the Federal Facili-
ties Compliance Act to the new admin-
istration. Their concern merits our at-
tention, and I hope that the Armed 
Services Committee arranges for hear-
ings at which they can present their 
views directly for our consideration. 

In addition to these issues, the new 
title 32 creates what looks to me to be 
a complete muddle in the area of coun-
terintelligence and responsibilities and 
authorities. The problems that the con-
ference report create for DOE counter-
intelligence programs can best be de-
scribed by looking at before-and-after 
organizational charts of counterintel-
ligence responsibilities related to one 
of DOE’s facilities, the Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory. 

Chart 1 shows the current flow of re-
sponsibility and authority for counter-
intelligence at DOE and Los Alamos. It 
is very simple, and Secretary Richard-
son is to be commended for putting it 
in place. The DOE Chief of Counter-
intelligence, Ed Curran, is in charge. 
He has hire-and-fire authority over the 
Chief of Counterintelligence at DOE fa-
cilities like Los Alamos. If we discover 
a loss of classified information at Los 
Alamos tomorrow, we know where to 
look for answers. 

Chart 2 depicts the lines of authority 
that will exist under title 32. Secretary 
Richardson’s reforms will be com-
pletely reversed. Under title 32, DOE 
will have two competing centers of 
control over counterintelligence in the 
nuclear weapons complex. Which of 
these individuals is in charge of coun-
terintelligence? If you define ‘‘being in 
charge’’ as being able to issue direct 
commands to the labs, where the coun-
terintelligence threat exists, it would 
appear that neither person is in charge. 

The Director of DOE-wide Counter-
intelligence is statutorily forbidden 
from exercising any direct control over 
the laboratories. He can issue policy 
pronouncements, and has to go up 
through the Secretary of Energy and 
then down through 4 layers of bureauc-
racy to get in touch with a lab like Los 
Alamos. 

And the Chief of Defense Nuclear 
Counterintelligence is not in a much 
better position, either. He also has to 
go up through his boss and down 
through a lateral chain of command to 
impose his will on anyone at the lab-
oratories. He can talk to everyone, 
hence the dotted lines, but he cannot 
tell anyone anything definitive on his 
own authority. 

The lack of clarity for counterintel-
ligence responsibility in title 32 is per-
haps the most ironic and distressing 
aspect of the whole DOE reorganization 
scheme. Right now, these responsibil-
ities in the Department are clear, 
thanks to Secretary Richardson’s re-
forms. When we started debating 
changes to DOE organization, the one 
change that everyone seemed to agree 
on was the need to have clarity on 
matters of counterintelligence. Yet, 
after this Defense bill is enacted, we 
will be back to the days of diffuse re-
sponsibility for counterintelligence. 

I have no illusions that we are going 
to vote down this conference report be-
cause of the defects in title 32. There 
are too many other important things 
that got done right in this bill. But we 
have created a real muddle at the De-
partment of Energy in the area of nu-
clear weapons and their management. 
We will have to come back in next 
year’s Defense bill to fix it. 

There is one other issue that we will 
have to address next year. That is the 
issue of polygraphs. The section on 
counterintelligence polygraphs in the 
conference report is a slight improve-
ment over the corresponding provision 
in the Senate-passed Defense bill. But 
there are still fundamental problems 

with what we are asking DOE to do. We 
are asking DOE to use polygraphs as a 
screening tool—the one application 
where the scientific validity of poly-
graphs is most suspect. I don’t have a 
big problem with using some forms of 
polygraphs in the context of an inves-
tigation, where there is already evi-
dence of wrongdoing. There is sci-
entific support for that sort of poly-
graph test. But polygraphs as a screen-
ing tool have little or no track record 
in the scientific literature. We 
shouldn’t be using them in the nuclear 
weapons complex. And the way that 
DOE has proposed to use polygraphs in 
its recent Federal Register notice goes 
beyond what we actually call for in 
this bill. I have taken a public position 
in opposition to this proposed DOE rule 
on polygraphs, because it is not based 
on sound science and does not rep-
resent reasoned decision making, in my 
view. 

I hope that DOE will rethink its pro-
posed rule. This conference report, al-
though it encourages the use of screen-
ing polygraphs, also gives DOE the 
flexibility to study the matter further. 
I hope that DOE will seek review from 
the National Academy of Sciences on 
the reliability of the types of poly-
graph screening it plans to implement. 
I also recommend that the DOE recon-
stitute and reconvene the Chiles Com-
mission to study the rule’s likely im-
pact on the critical human resources 
needed to ensure the safety and reli-
ability of the nuclear weapons stock-
pile. The Senate could, in my view, 
profit from such studies in revisiting 
this issue in next year’s Defense bill. 

In the end, then this year’s con-
ference report is more of a mixed bag 
than in most years. What we have done 
through the normal committee and 
conference process, on a bipartisan 
basis, has been done well, and we can 
be justly proud of it. What was done in 
a rushed and less cooperative fashion is 
much less satisfactory. I support the 
conference report overall, and I expect 
that the problems that have been need-
lessly created will manifest themselves 
for corrective action in fairly short 
order. I hope that when they do arise, 
we are able to address them in a more 
bipartisan and thoughtful way. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am 
very concerned about the provisions in 
this bill reorganizing the Department 
of Energy. In particular, I fear we are 
returning to the days of DOE ‘‘self reg-
ulation’’, which has historically trans-
lated into ‘‘no regulation’’ for environ-
ment, health and safety laws. 

Senator WARNER and I will enter into 
a colloquy later that I hope will clarify 
the intent of this legislation regarding 
provisions critical to the safety of our 
workers and communities. We are par-
ticularly concerned about the auton-
omy of the newly-created, largely inde-
pendent ‘‘National Nuclear Security 
Administration.’’ We fear the creation 
of NNSA will recreate the institutional 
conditions that resulted in 50 years of 
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environmental, safety, and health mis-
management at DOE facilities—esti-
mated to cost up to $200 billion to 
clean up. Hanford alone now receives 
appropriations of about $1 billion/year 
to clean up the legacy left from dec-
ades of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and/or Department of Energy self-regu-
lation. 

I am heartened by Senator DOMEN-
ICI’s statements in the press that we 
have little to fear in this regard. He is 
quoted in USA Today (9/16/99) as say-
ing: ‘‘Nowhere does the legislation 
waive the application of environment 
or safety laws. What this legislation 
changes is not the statutory require-
ments, just the management structure 
responsible for complying with them.’’ 
I will take him at his word that that is 
the intent. I ask unanimous consent to 
have the USA Today article printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From USA Today, Sept. 16, 1999] 

NUCLEAR SECURITY SCARE COULD PUT SAFETY 
SECOND—DRIVEN BY SPY SCANDAL, LEGISLA-
TION WOULD TAKE WEAPONS SITES OUT OF 
THE HANDS OF REGULATORS 

[By Peter Eisler] 

WASHINGTON.—U.S. nuclear weapons plants 
and labs, notorious as toxic and radioactive 
polluters, could be left outside the reach of 
environmental, health and safety regulators 
under management changes Congress is 
pushing to deal with security concerns. 

Spurred by a spy scandal at the Los Ala-
mos (N.M.) National Laboratory that high-
lighted security problems at weapons facili-
ties nationwide, the House passed legislation 
Wednesday to put eight of the Energy De-
partment’s plants and labs under a new, 
semi-autonomous National Nuclear Security 
Administration (NNSA). Senate approval is 
expected soon. 

The plan aims to free the sites from a 
mammoth Energy Department bureaucracy 
criticized for diluting protections against 
spies, thieves and saboteurs. 

But it also leaves the NNSA largely on its 
own to make sure plants and labs meet envi-
ronmental, health and worker safety laws. 
Federal oversight programs set up in the late 
’80s to address longtime contamination prob-
lems would lose virtually all jurisdiction 
over the facilities. And the states, which also 
have gained regulatory power over the weap-
ons sites in recent years, complain that 
they, too, could lose authority. 

The plan is reviving debates that have 
burned since the first atomic bombs rolled 
out of Los Alamos in 1945. 

On one hand, recent reports that Chinese 
spies penetrated key facilities to steal an 
array of U.S. nuclear secrets highlight the 
program’s need for secrecy and insularity. 
On the other, the program has a record of 
poisoning workers and communities with 
toxic and radioactive material when left on 
its own. 

‘‘For over four decades, (the nuclear weap-
ons program) operated with no external and 
little internal oversight of environment, 
safety and health . . . (with) disastrous con-
sequences,’’ says a recent letter to law-
makers from the attorneys general of 45 
states. ‘‘We should not return to (that) era.’’ 

The National Governors’ Association and 
former Energy officials from the Clinton and 
Bush administrations also oppose the reorga-
nization plan. And Energy Secretary Bill 

Richardson says he probably will urge a pres-
idential veto. 

But a veto would be politically and prac-
tically difficult, in large part because the 
plan is folded into a bill authorizing unre-
lated but popular defense programs, includ-
ing a military pay raise. President Clinton 
would have to reject the entire bill, and 
aides concede that would be a tough call. 

‘‘The bottom line is we have a 20-year-old 
problem’’ with security at weapons plants 
and labs, says Rep. Mac Thornberry, R– 
Texas, a chief backer of the reorganization 
plan. Those problems, he says, lie in Energy 
Department management that is ‘‘cluttered 
up worrying about refrigerator coolant 
standards’’ and other missions—not about 
weapons production and safeguarding se-
crets. 

‘‘I don’t think the Congress or the adminis-
tration wants to end this year without mak-
ing some reforms,’’ Thornberry says. 

CHANGING MISSIONS 
In the scramble to win the Cold War arms 

race, the U.S. nuclear weapons program op-
erated largely in secret, churning out war-
heads with a doggedness that left little room 
for environmental, health and safety con-
cerns. With almost no outside supervision, 
weapons facilities put workers in harm’s way 
without telling them and illegally dumped 
millions of tons of toxic and radioactive 
waste on and around their sites. 

In communities from Richland, Wash., to 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., soil and groundwater con-
tamination is widespread. Several commu-
nities have sued the Energy Department, 
claiming health problems. 

Since the United States halted nuclear 
arms production in 1989, the focus at many 
sites has shifted to environmental restora-
tion. Even those facilities still doing weap-
ons work—refining the current nuclear arse-
nal and disassembling weapons eliminated 
by global treaties—spend up to half their 
money on cleanup. The work is expected to 
take decades and cost up to $200 billion. 

Beginning in the late ’80s, environmental, 
health and safety officials who oversee that 
work gained far more sway over the plants 
and the labs. States, in particular, picked up 
vast new powers in 1992, when Congress 
stripped weapons sites’ immunity from local 
regulation. 

Now, the spy scandal that erupted this 
spring at Los Alamos raises questions about 
whether weapons sites lost track of security 
concerns amid their changing missions. 

A congressional report in May suggested 
that China stole information throughout the 
1980s and perhaps into the early ’90s on every 
U.S. warhead. Los Alamos scientist Wen Ho 
Lee was pegged as a suspect and fired for al-
leged security violations, though no criminal 
charges have been filed and he denies wrong-
doing. 

The episode drew attention to security 
problems at weapons facilities nationwide, 
leading to a damning investigation by a pres-
idential board. 

‘‘Never before has this panel found such a 
cavalier attitude toward one of the most se-
rious responsibilities in the federal govern-
ment—control of the design information re-
lated to nuclear weapons,’’ the President’s 
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board re-
ported. 

Throughout the ’90s, senior management 
at the Energy Department failed repeatedly 
to act on security officials’ reports that 
budget cuts and institutional inattention 
were weakening safeguards at weapons sites. 

Supporters of Congress’ restructuring plan 
say the problem is a lack of clear responsi-
bility for facilities’ security and argue that 
the weapons sites must be put on their own, 
for everything from security to environ-

mental restoration, so they’re clearly ac-
countable for all aspects of their operation. 

The plan puts the new weapons agency on 
its own with the Energy Department, giving 
it autonomy in key areas: 

All policy matters, including personnel, 
legal affairs and budget decisions; security, 
intelligence and counterintelligence oper-
ations; and environmental, health and safety 
programs. 

‘‘Nowhere does the legislation waive the 
application of environment or safety laws,’’ 
says Sen. Pete Domenici, R–NM., a chief 
sponsor. ‘‘What this legislation changes is 
not the statutory requirements, just the 
management structure responsible for com-
plying’’ with them. 

BAD OMENS 
Opponents of the congressional plan note 

that weapons plants and labs have been on 
their own before, and their environmental, 
health and safety records were abysmal. 

‘‘Production of nuclear weapons has al-
ways been their whole role in life; everything 
else is secondary,’’ says Leo Duffy, assistant 
Energy secretary in the Bush administra-
tion. 

‘‘All the environmental damage, the jeop-
ardy to employees’ safety and health, almost 
none of this was identified until 1988,’’ when 
outside regulators went in, says Duffy, who 
ran those early oversight programs. 

Duffy and other critics of Congress’ plan 
suggest the answer is to set up clearer re-
sponsibility for security within the Energy 
Department. But they say oversight on envi-
ronmental, safety and health matters should 
remain outside the purview of those running 
weapons programs. They also want the legis-
lation’s language to more clearly retain 
states’ jurisdiction over the sites. 

Proponents dismiss such concerns as un-
founded. And they note that many of the 
plants and labs with the worst records on 
pollution and worker safety no longer do 
much weapons work, so Congress’ plans 
wouldn’t necessarily change their oversight. 

Among them: the Hanford nuclear reserva-
tion in western Washington, where poorly 
stored waste has fouled water supplies; the 
Rocky Flats plant outside Denver, where 
large tracts of land suffer from radioactive 
contamination; and uranium processing 
plants in Cincinnati and Paducah, Ky., where 
workers were unknowingly exposed to radio-
activity. 

But sites that would come under new man-
agement also have their share of problems. 

Just this month, for example, the Depart-
ment of Energy’s office of environment, safe-
ty and health cited the Los Alamos lab for 
two incidents in which workers were exposed 
to radioactive material that wasn’t stored or 
handled properly. In 1998, the Lawrence 
Livermore lab was forced to shut down a plu-
tonium storage facility after repeated fail-
ures to follow procedures meant to prevent 
an uncontrolled nuclear reaction. 

Congress’ plan to have those sites regu-
lated by an agency primarily devoted to 
weapons work ‘‘would undermine over a dec-
ade of progress to improve environment and 
safety standards,’’ Richardson says. 

The reorganization would leave the Energy 
secretary with power to fire the head of the 
weapons agency, but neither he nor any 
other Energy officials would have direct con-
trol over operations. 

If the secretary suspected wrongdoing at a 
facility, he could assign outside inspectors 
and order the agency director to implement 
their recommendations. But if the director 
refused, the secretary’s only recourse would 
be to replace him, a proposition that would 
require congressional consent and could take 
months. 

The Congressional Research Service, Con-
gress’ nonpartisan research arm, reported 
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last week that such an arrangement ‘‘may be 
problematic’’ because it ‘‘tends to make sec-
retarial authority less direct.’’ 

Sen. Carl Levin, D–Mich., who requested 
the study, wants Congress to rework the 
plan. 

Officials in the states also want changes, 
arguing that the legislation’s language could 
return weapons plants and labs to the pre- 
1992 era when they were immune from state 
environmental and safety laws. 

The bill’s proponents say it does no such 
thing, suggesting that foes are nitpicking 
the plan simply because they don’t want to 
oppose it outright. 

‘‘This is a chance to fix a serious (security) 
problem,’’ says Thornberry, ‘‘and I don’t 
think turf disputes or jurisdictional disputes 
should get in the way.’’ 

Mrs. MURRAY. Unfortunately, 46 
State Attorneys General have written 
voicing their ‘‘serious concerns’’ with 
many of this bill’s provisions. They 
fear title XXXII of the bill would 
‘‘weaken the existing internal and ex-
ternal oversight structure for DOE’s 
environmental, safety and health oper-
ations.’’ 

I am very concerned about the DOE 
restricting provisions of this bill and so 
am tempted to vote against it. How-
ever, there are many provisions in the 
DOD authorization bill that will 
strengthen our country, our national 
defense, and our cleanup programs at 
DOE sites. I am particularly proud to 
support our belated efforts to increase 
the pay of our military personnel. 

In addition, I very much appreciate 
Chairman WARNER’s agreement to 
enter into the colloquy that follows. 
Therefore, I will support this bill in the 
hopes that this colloquy and the public 
comments made by drafters of title 
XXXII will ensure continuing compli-
ance with environment, safety, and 
health laws and orders by the NNSA. 

I hope we can go back to the drawing 
board on the DOE restructuring provi-
sions either through a veto of the bill 
this year or a new attempt to craft a 
better solution next year. 

Thank you, again, Chairman WARNER 
for your work on the overall bill and 
your colloquy with me on the impor-
tant subject of protecting our commu-
nities and environment at DOE facili-
ties. 

TITLE XXXII 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 

would like to enter into a colloquy re-
garding Title XXXII of the bill regard-
ing Department of Energy restruc-
turing. I understand the intent of this 
title was to improve security at De-
partment facilities. Unfortunately, I 
am concerned that some of the lan-
guage might cause confusion with re-
gard to the obligation of the National 
Nuclear Security Administration to 
comply with environmental laws. From 
remarks I have seen in the popular 
press, I understand this was not the au-
thor’s intent and I would like to clarify 
several provisions. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator 
for her interest in helping clarify these 
important provisions. I agree we must 
continue to protect the environment, 
safety and health at DOE facilities. 

Mrs. MURRAY. First, Title XXXII of 
the Defense Authorization bill has not 
been drafted to impair state regulatory 
authority or to eliminate DOE’s inter-
nal oversight of environment, safety 
and health. Correct? 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. Sec-
tion 3261 provides: ‘‘COMPLIANCE RE-
QUIRED.—The Administrator [of the 
National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion] shall ensure that the Administra-
tion complies with all applicable envi-
ronmental, safety, and health statutes 
and substantive requirements. PROCE-
DURES REQUIRED.—The Adminis-
trator shall develop procedures for 
meeting such requirements. RULE OF 
CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
title shall diminish the authority of 
the Secretary of Energy to ascertain 
and ensure that such compliance oc-
curs.’’ Section 3261 was included to 
make clear NNSA’s obligation to con-
tinue to comply with environmental 
laws and DOE environmental orders. 

Mrs. MURRAY. It is clear then that 
this provision does not affect the obli-
gation of the Administrator of the 
NNSA and the Secretary of Energy, to 
comply with existing environmental 
laws and DOE environmental orders. 
Indeed, it makes explicit NNSA’s legal 
obligation to comply with all applica-
ble environmental laws and regula-
tions, and provides that the Adminis-
trator of the NNSA has primary re-
sponsibility and accountability for en-
vironmental compliance programs at 
NNSA facilities. Furthermore, Section 
3261 does not affect or abrogate exist-
ing waivers of sovereign immunity in 
environmental laws. Finally, Section 
3261 retains the Secretary of Energy’s 
existing authority over environmental 
compliance issues at the nine sites that 
will be incorporated into the NNSA. If 
compliance problems arise, the Sec-
retary may investigate them, which 
can include requesting the assistance 
of staff from DOE’s Environmental 
Management or Environmental, Health 
& Safety programs, and impose correc-
tive actions when the Secretary identi-
fies deficiencies. Is this a correct inter-
pretation? 

Mr. WARNER. This is the correct in-
terpretation of Section 3261. Retaining 
Secretarial authorities over environ-
mental compliance is an essential ele-
ment of Title XXXII. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 
Conference Report before us today. 
Chairman WARNER and his Committee 
have done an excellent job in 
prioritizing available funds to provide 
for our national defense. 

Any deficiencies in this authoriza-
tion bill are a result of overall budget 
constraints and expanded commit-
ments rather than inattention to our 
nation’s vital security needs. I appre-
ciate the Committees efforts to bring 
direct spending under control in this 
bill and conform to the Budget Act 
limitations. 

As Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee and a member of the Defense 

Appropriations Subcommittee I know 
how difficult the exercise of 
prioritizing funds is. Every year all of 
the Congressional Defense Committees 
face tough choices as to how to best al-
locate funding so as to meet our imme-
diate defense needs without sacrificing 
our future. As budgets shrink and glob-
al commitments swell, this task be-
comes increasingly difficult. 

Mr. President, I would like to under-
score the problems Congress currently 
faces. Here my message is two-fold: 
first, we do not live in a peaceful world; 
and, secondly, we cannot defend our 
national interests if we are not com-
mitted to a strong military. 

I, and many of my colleagues, believe 
that U.S. prosperity rests on a strong, 
dedicated military. Everyone has heard 
the phrase ‘‘peace through strength.’’ 
Perhaps some believe that having been 
coined during the Cold War, this adage 
is anachronistic. I strongly disagree. 

Continued economic growth and the 
absence of a tangible, imminent threat 
to our security breed complacency. 
Complacency characterizes the current 
attitude toward our national security. 

As victors of the Cold War we appear 
to have a false sense of security about 
this new era. Thus far, the results of 
U.S. military intervention have not of-
fered evidence that we should worry. 

However, our current military supe-
riority is a product of the massive in-
vestments made during the Cold War. 
This Administration has not sustained 
the necessary investments. At the 
same time, they’ve increased U.S. mili-
tary commitments overseas—often 
without clearly defining the strategic 
objective of those deployments. 

Complacency regarding our nation’s 
strategic interests sends a message 
that ripples through every level of our 
national security apparatus—from our 
current inability to recruit the req-
uisite talent to the trained pilots, tech-
nicians, and mid-career military pro-
fessionals leaving for private sector 
jobs. 

Although diffuse and more difficult 
to discern, threats to our national se-
curity do exist. 

Instability in numerous regions 
throughout the world create security 
risks with adverse economic, and po-
tentially strategic, impact. Prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction 
also presents a grave threat. NATO 
intervention in Kosovo further aggra-
vated potential threats to our national 
security—specifically, damage to our 
relations with Russia and China. In ad-
dition, Kosovo deployments will 
stretch an already overextended mili-
tary to its limits—not to mention a 
limited, but not insignificant, con-
tribution to peacekeeping efforts in 
East Timor. 

Peace through strength is still an ap-
propriate theme. Complacency erodes 
our potential. If we demonstrate a 
strong commitment to the men and 
women in uniform, they will have a 
good reason to join and to stay. 

Mr. President, with those thoughts in 
mind, I would like to briefly discuss 
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the work of Senator WARNER’s Com-
mittee on the Conference Report before 
us today. 

First, a critical initial step in meet-
ing our commitment to the men and 
women in uniform is found in the pay 
raises, incentive pay, and pension re-
forms found in this bill. As of January 
1 next year, all members of the uni-
formed services will receive a 4.8% in-
crease in their monthly pay. Further-
more, pay increases beyond that date 
will be one half a percent above infla-
tion. 

The Conference Report outlines spe-
cial incentive pay and enlistment bo-
nuses to a variety of needed specialists 
or highly-trained personnel in our 
armed forces. 

Lastly, improvements to military re-
tirement pay and eligibility in the 
Thrift Savings Plan will provide addi-
tional reasons to join and continue 
serving in our military services. 

According to a GAO study requested 
by myself and Senator STEVENS mili-
tary pay and retirement packages are 
not the core reasons for our retention 
problems. However, these improve-
ments offer an important first step to-
ward addressing quality of life short-
falls in the lives of our military men 
and women. 

The Committee also increased readi-
ness funding beyond the Administra-
tion’s request. In addition to the $2.25 
billion of emergency money, this con-
ference report adds about $1.6 billion in 
readiness-related accounts. 

The President’s budget only included 
$5.4 billion in military construction to 
fund $8.5 billion worth of projects. This 
‘‘split funding’’ approach was to be a 
one-time accounting gimmick to cre-
ate room for other spending and still 
remain under the budget caps. I ap-
plaud the Authorization Committees’ 
decision not to use this approach for 
military construction. 

The pay and pension reforms as well 
as additional funding for military read-
iness and military construction will al-
leviate some of the problems in the im-
mediate term. 

Necessary still is to address the for-
eign policy decisions that have led to 
the high operational tempo. More 
money cannot resolve questions re-
garding overseas operations or the or-
ganizational ability of any one mili-
tary branch to respond to post-Cold 
War deployments. 

These are systemic problems borne of 
both domestic and foreign policy deci-
sions. Unless and until we clarify the 
U.S. position and responsibilities in 
this new era, we will not know the 
rules for engagement or intervention. 
This dilemma has profound implica-
tions for the size, structure, and capa-
bilities of our military. 

There are several items of significant 
impact on the state of New Mexico in-
cluded in this authorization bill. I 
would like to briefly discuss a few of 
them. 

Although foremost a matter of na-
tional security, the provisions on the 

Department of Energy restructuring 
also will have a substantial impact on 
thousands of workers in New Mexico. 
These provisions ensure that brilliant 
science and tight security are compat-
ible within our nuclear weapons infra-
structure. 

Mr. President, I remind my col-
leagues that the President’s Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB) 
Report demanded legislative changes. 
It clearly stated, ‘‘The Department of 
Energy is a dysfunctional bureaucracy 
that has proven incapable of reforming 
itself.’’ The PFIAB Report’s specific 
recommendations included: 

Creation of a new, semi-autonomous 
Agency for Nuclear Stewardship. 

Streamline the Nuclear Stewardship 
management structure. 

Ensure effective administration of 
safeguards, security, and counterintel-
ligence at all the weapons labs and 
plants by creating a coherent security/ 
CI structure within the new agency. 

I and my colleagues, Senator KYL 
and Senator MURKOWSKI, followed 
these recommendations closely in 
drafting the legislation for DOE re-
structuring. The creation of a semi-au-
tonomous agency for our nuclear weap-
ons work will implement a true ‘‘Chain 
of Command’’ approach, with all the 
discipline this entails. I truly believe 
that this approach, if it had been used 
in the past, may have avoided some of 
these security problems and will help 
us avoid them in the future. 

These changes are desperately needed 
at the Department of Energy, and they 
must be made now. 

Another national defense issue that 
has substantial implications for New 
Mexico is the McGregor Range with-
drawal. 

McGregor Range is one of six mili-
tary parcels withdrawn from public do-
main in 1986. These parcels comprise 
nearly 30 percent of the Department of 
Defense’s 25 million acres. McGregor 
Range comprises nearly 700,000 of Fort 
Bliss’s 1.12 million acres. The Fort 
Bliss garrison is adjacent to El Paso, 
Texas, but McGregor Range is located 
entirely in New Mexico. 

McGregor range is vital to military 
training and readiness. Fort Bliss has a 
critical role as a national center for air 
defense, and McGregor Range is essen-
tial for fulfilling that role. McGregor 
Range is the only range in the United 
States capable of training America’s 
air and missile defense forces. Because 
all CONUS Patriot forces are stationed 
at Fort Bliss they depend on McGregor 
for the training needed to ensure their 
full readiness prior to deployment. 

There is strong regional support for 
this renewal. 176 public comments ex-
pressed support for the Army’s pre-
ferred alternative. An additional 26 ex-
pressed support for one of the other al-
ternatives. The provisions in this bill 
will continue historic non-military 
uses of the range which include live-
stock grazing and hunting for 25 years. 

Military training and testing require-
ments for McGregor Range are foreseen 

for at least the next 50-years based on 
weapons systems that are either cur-
rently fielded or are planned for field-
ing in the near future. For this reason, 
the Army’s Environmental Impact 
Statement preferred a 50-year with-
drawal. 

My amendment to the Senate De-
fense Appropriations bill includes a 50- 
year withdrawal. I am pleased with the 
work of the Authorization Committee, 
but I still firmly believe that 25 years 
is not an adequate period of time for 
withdrawal of the McGregor Range. 

Many important programs for the Air 
Force Research Laboratory at Kirtland 
were authorized by the conferees. Aero-
space propulsion programs at Phillips 
were increased by $6 million. An in-
crease of $28.6 million above the $115.3 
million budget request was authorized 
for Phillips’ Exploratory Development 
programs. Advanced Spacecraft Tech-
nology programs received an additional 
$19.5 million authorization, including 
$5 million for the Scorpius Low-Cost 
Launch program. 

Directed energy programs comprise a 
substantial proportion of New Mexico’s 
defense related research, development, 
and testing initiatives. Different serv-
ices are working on a variety of laser 
weapons to achieve better and cheaper 
cost-per-kill defenses against missiles. 
Chemical lasers development for the 
Airborne and Space Based Laser pro-
grams are authorized at almost $500 
million annually. The pioneering work 
and ongoing basic research for these 
systems is at Phillips in Albuquerque. 

With a view toward the future of 
laser weapons, this conference report 
requires the Secretary of Defense to de-
velop a unified DoD laser master plan. 
The objective is to maximize the re-
turn on our investment in these impor-
tant technologies by coordinating 
these efforts across the services and 
provide a roadmap for future develop-
ment. I strongly support this effort. 

The conferees also provided an addi-
tional $20 million authorization for 
solid state laser development and $10 
million for the Tactical High Energy 
Laser (THEL), programs which are 
tested at the High Energy Laser Test 
Facility (HELSTF) at White Sands 
Missile Range. HELSTF is also des-
ignated as the Army’s Center of Excel-
lence for all Army test and evaluation 
activities. 

An additional $4 million is authorized 
for the Counterterror Technical Sup-
port program. This funding will sup-
port the cutting-edge research in blast 
mitigation materials and structures at 
New Mexico Tech. 

Although the President’s request in-
cluded no funding for military con-
struction at New Mexico’s defense in-
stallations, the conferees added $9.8 
million to renovate 76 units of housing 
at Holloman Air Force base and $14 
million to replace cracked and deterio-
rating airfield ramps at Kirtland. An-
other $8.1 million is authorized to re-
pair one of the main runways at Can-
non Air Force base. In addition, the 
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New Mexico Air National Guard’s Com-
posite Support Complex at Kirtland is 
authorized at $9.7 million. All of these 
projects address quality of life or oper-
ational needs of the utmost importance 
to personnel at these installations. 

Mr. President, again, I would like to 
thank Senator WARNER and the mem-
bers of his Committee for their diligent 
work in allocating tight resources in 
the best feasible manner. 

At the same time, I would like to re-
iterate my view that many of the prob-
lems we currently face in our Defense 
Committees result from inadequate 
definition of U.S. interests. 

The systemic problems—retention, 
readiness, operational tempo—are a 
product of domestic and foreign policy 
decisions. We have neither clarified the 
U.S. position in the current inter-
national environment nor have we es-
tablished relevant rules for U.S. en-
gagement. Instead, we rely more and 
more on our military to compensate 
for failed diplomacy. Or we ask our sol-
diers to play referee in regions of the 
world teeming with ethnic conflict and 
territorial disputes. 

Without first defining our national 
interest in this new era, we cannot pre-
tend to downsize, right-size, or struc-
ture our military to adequately defend 
U.S. interests throughout the world. 
More importantly, without a clear pic-
ture of the appropriate military struc-
ture and necessary force capabilities 
we cannot answer the $280 billion ques-
tion: How much is enough? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-
port the Department of Defense au-
thorization conference report for fiscal 
year 2000, and I congratulate our new 
chairman, Senator JOHN WARNER, on 
completing this first conference report 
as chairman. While I am disappointed 
that some provisions in the Senate 
version of the bill were dropped, on the 
whole it is an excellent piece of legisla-
tion and I am pleased to support it. 

My most important concern is over 
the changes made in Title 32, which es-
tablishes the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration and reorganizes 
the Department of Energy’s nuclear 
laboratories. When we first considered 
this issue on the intelligence author-
ization bill in July, the Senate passed 
the Kyl amendment, which reorganized 
these nuclear labs by a vote of 96–1. Un-
fortunately, during conference delib-
erations, these provisions were sub-
stantially rewritten. Secretary 
Richrdson has expressed his strong ob-
jections to these provisions, and states 
that they will make it more difficult 
for the Secretary of energy to oversee 
the labs. I hope that the Armed Serv-
ices Committee will work with Sec-
retary Richardson to address his con-
cerns in the fiscal year 2001 Defense au-
thorization bill. 

America has faced many global chal-
lenges this year that have re-empha-
sized the need for our Nation to main-
tain a well-trained and well-equipped 
military. This year’s crisis in Kosovo 
was particularly challenging and re-

quired the Nation’s Armed Forces to 
perform a wide variety of duties, in-
cluding peacekeeping and humani-
tarian activities, in addition to sus-
tained combat operations. Our service 
men and women performed superbly in 
all that was asked of them, and I com-
mend them on their dedication, profes-
sionalism, and unwavering devotion to 
duty. Without their skill, we would not 
be as close to peace in the Balkans as 
we are today. 

It is the duty of Congress to ensure 
that we provide our military with what 
is needs to meet the international chal-
lenges common in the post-cold-war 
era. America must be ready, when nec-
essary, to protect its vital interests 
and encourage global stability. The fis-
cal year 2000 Defense conference report 
is a positive step toward ensuring that 
the Nation’s military is prepared to 
meet the challenges of the years ahead. 

The cornerstone of the military’s 
preeminence rests on its most critical 
component, its people. Without ade-
quate number of men and women will-
ing to serve in the military, the Nation 
would not be able to respond to crises 
around the globe. We need cutting-edge 
weapon systems, but we also need dedi-
cated men and women to operate these 
systems. The conference report con-
tains many new initiatives and con-
structive changes in personnel policies 
that will help to ensure that we ade-
quately provide for our servicemen and 
women and their families. 

Specifically, the conference report 
provides a fully-funded and well-de-
served 4.8 percent pay raise for mili-
tary personnel, as well as expanded au-
thority to offer additional pay and 
other incentives to retain service mem-
bers in critical military specialties. 
The conference report also improves 
retirement benefits by addressing serv-
ice members’ concerns with the current 
system and approving their participa-
tion in the Thrift Savings Plan. 

I am very disappointed, however, 
that Senator CLELAND’s amendment to 
improve and expand GI bill benefits for 
servicemen and women was not in-
cluded in the conference report. The 
Montgomery GI bill has been a very 
successful and important program for 
the military. But, in order for the GI 
bill to continue to be a valuable pro-
gram, it must evolve as our military 
forces evolve. Access to higher edu-
cation is an increasingly important 
issue for our servicemen and women in 
today’s all-volunteer, professional 
military. Senator CLELAND’s GI bill 
provisions, included in the Senate 
version of the bill, made needed im-
provements in the GI bill that would 
have enhanced the program’s value and 
benefit to our troops, and would have 
improved its effectiveness as a recruit-
ing tool. I commend Senator CLELAND 
on his leadership on these provisions 
and I urge my colleagues to reconsider 
these innovative ideas next year. 

The DOD authorization conference 
report also reauthorizes and enhances 
the very successful Troops-to-Teachers 

program. Over the next ten years, the 
Nation’s schools will need to hire two 
million new teachers to fill their class-
rooms. Troops-to-Teachers is helping 
to meet that challenge by recruiting 
and training servicemen and women to 
become teachers in public schools. This 
program was established by Congress 
in 1993 and has already placed over 
3,000 servicemen and women in elemen-
tary and secondary schools in 48 states. 
The conference report also provides for 
the transfer of this program to the De-
partment of Education, so that it will 
be coordinated with other federal edu-
cation programs that are helping com-
munities to improve their public 
schools. 

Concern for our military personnel 
doesn’t end with the active duty serv-
icemember, but with the whole mili-
tary family. Well over half of the mem-
bers of today’s military are married, 
and in many cases both parents are em-
ployed. The military also contains 
many single mothers and fathers. All 
of these individuals have unique char-
acteristics and needs that must be rec-
ognized so that we can encourage their 
continued service and careers in the 
armed forces. 

The conference report contains a pro-
vision, which I strongly supported, au-
thorizing the Secretary of Defense to 
provide financial assistance for child 
care services and youth programs for 
members of the Armed Forces and 
their families. These expanded child 
care provisions will ensure that many 
more military families have access to 
quality childcare and after-school care 
for their children. 

Also, military families are not im-
mune to the epidemic of domestic vio-
lence that confronts the rest of Amer-
ica. We have a responsibility to mili-
tary families to help prevent domestic 
violence, and to protect the victims 
when abuse occurs. 

An important provision in this year’s 
conference report requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to appoint a mili-
tary-civilian task force to review mili-
tary policies on domestic violence. 
This task force, comprised of military, 
DOD, law enforcement personnel, and 
civilian advocates for battered women 
and children, will work with the Sec-
retary of Defense to establish Depart-
ment-wide standards for combating do-
mestic violence. 

These initiatives will include stand-
ard formats for memorandums of un-
derstanding between the armed serv-
ices and local law enforcement authori-
ties for responding to domestic vio-
lence; a requirement that commanding 
officers must provide a written copy of 
any no-contact or restraining order to 
victims of abuse; standard guidance for 
commanding officers on considering 
criminal charges in cases of domestic 
violence; and a standard training pro-
gram for all commanding officers on 
domestic violence. 

This provision also requires the De-
partment to establish a database, the 
contents of which will be annually re-
ported to Congress. The information 
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will include each domestic violence in-
cident reported to military authorities 
and how that incident was resolved. 
This provision also requires the mili-
tary-civilian task force to report to 
Congress annually about the progress 
made in combating domestic violence 
in the military. 

The conference report also takes a 
number of worthwhile steps to address 
equipment modernization requirements 
that have been deferred for too long. 
The chairwoman of the Seapower Sub-
committee, Senator SNOWE, took the 
lead this year in advocating a strong 
shipbuilding budget, as well as a strong 
research and development budget, for 
the Navy and Marine Corps. It was a 
privilege to work with her this year, 
and, I am pleased that this conference 
report takes these important steps to 
ensure that the Navy has the ships, 
submarines, and other equipment need-
ed to sustain its operations throughout 
the world. 

The conference report authorizes the 
extension of the DDG–51 Destroyer 
multi-year procurement into fiscal 
years 2002 and 2003 and increases the 
number of ships to be built from 12 to 
18 ships. The conference report also au-
thorizes the Navy to enter into a five- 
year multi-year procurement contract 
for the F/A–18E/F Super Hornet, and in-
creases the number of Marine Corps 
MV–22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft from 
10 to 12. These are all strong steps in 
strengthening the readiness of the Na-
tion’s Navy-Marine Corps team. 

Procurement isn’t the only area 
where we need to strengthen our in-
vestment. We also need to strengthen 
investment in science and technology. 
Last year, the Defense authorization 
bill called for a 2 percent annual in-
crease, above inflation, in military 
spending on science and technology 
from 2000 to 2008. Unfortunately, the 
Department’s proposed fiscal year 2000 
budget reduced spending on science and 
technology programs. The Air Force 
alone was slated for $95 million in cuts 
in science and technology funding. 
Such a decline would have been detri-
mental to national defense, particu-
larly when the battlefield environment 
is becoming more and more reliant on 
high technology. 

Fortunately, thanks in great part to 
the chairman of the Emerging Threats 
and Technology Subcommittee, Sen-
ator ROBERTS, and his ranking mem-
ber, Senator BINGAMAN, Congress re-
stored much of this Air Force science 
and technology funding. This restora-
tion will help to ensure that high qual-
ity scientists and engineers are avail-
able to conduct research to address the 
Department’s technology needs for the 
future. Congress has taken a clear posi-
tion in support of maintaining sound 
investments in Defense science and 
technology programs. I urge the De-
partment to request a strong science 
and technology budget next year, one 
that will ensure the future of these im-
portant programs. 

One of the most significant of these 
science and technology fields is cyber- 

security. The growing frequency and 
sophistication of attacks on the De-
partment of Defense’s computer sys-
tems are cause for concern, and they 
highlight the need for improved protec-
tion of the nation’s critical defense 
networks. This conference report in-
cludes a substantial increase in re-
search and development for defenses 
against cyber attacks, and this in-
crease will greatly improve the Depart-
ment’s focus on this emerging threat. 

Existing threats from the cold war 
are also addressed in this legislation. 
Financial assistance to the nations of 
the former Soviet Union for non-
proliferation activities such as the 
Nunn-Lugar Comprehensive Threat Re-
duction programs is essential for our 
national security. I commend the ad-
ministration’s plans to continue fund-
ing these valuable initiatives, and I 
commend a Congress’ support for them. 

One of the most serious threats to 
our national security is the danger of 
terrorism, particularly using biologi-
cal, chemical or nuclear weapons of 
mass destruction. We must do all we 
can to prevent our enemies from ac-
quiring these devastating weapons, and 
do all we can to keep terrorists from 
being able to conduct an attack on our 
nation. Significant progress has been 
made to strengthen the nation’s re-
sponse to such attacks, but more must 
be done. The conference report 
strengthens counter-terrorism activi-
ties and increases support for the Na-
tional Guard teams that are part of 
this important effort. 

Again, I commend my colleagues on 
the Armed Services Committee for 
their leadership on these important na-
tional security issues. This conference 
report is essential for our national se-
curity in the years ahead, and I urge 
the Senate to approve it. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss a very important issue 
concerning the Department of Energy 
and its ability to secure nuclear infor-
mation. Nuclear security is imperative 
to this nation, and after the scandals 
in the last year, Americans have ques-
tioned the ability of the Department of 
Energy to keep nuclear information se-
cure. As a result, Senator WARNER, 
Chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and Ranking Member LEVIN in-
cluded legislation in the Defense Au-
thorization Conference Report that 
creates a new division within the De-
partment to restore nuclear security. I 
applaud their efforts. 

However, Mr. President, I am con-
cerned about the potential for unin-
tended consequences as a result of the 
Department of Energy reorganization. 
Specifically, the attorneys general of 
46 states, including the State of Ohio, 
wrote to Congress stating that the 1992 
Department of Energy reforms which 
clarify that states have regulatory au-
thority of the Department of Energy’s 
hazardous waste management and 
cleanup could be undermined by this 
legislation. The attorneys general be-
lieve that this legislation could allow 

the Federal Government to abandon its 
commitment to ‘‘environmental, 
health and safety requirements’’ at En-
ergy Department facilities nationwide. 
This is troubling for the State of Ohio, 
which has three former Department of 
Energy nuclear facilities—the Ports-
mouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, 
Fernald, and the Mound Nuclear Facil-
ity. Each facility is at a different stage 
of cleanup, and recent revelations of 
plutonium contamination at the Ports-
mouth facility only emphasize the need 
for strong environmental, health, and 
safety requirements at these DOE fa-
cilities. 

While I have heard the concerns of 
the attorneys general, I am assured by 
the Armed Services Committee that 
the intent of this legislation is not to 
exempt nuclear facilities from state 
environmental regulations and require-
ments or worker safety and health reg-
ulations. I am further assured that if 
there are any unintended con-
sequences, Congress will rectify these 
problems. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, the Con-
ference Report on the National Defense 
Authorization Act before us today 
makes a healthy increase of over 8 bil-
lion dollars to the President’s request. 
This reflects concerns by the Congress 
that readiness has eroded to a point 
where our military is having to take 
significant risks in its day-to-day oper-
ations. 

Many of our colleagues are aware 
that we have sized our armed forces to 
engage not only in two major theater 
wars that break out nearly simulta-
neously, but also to handle the Bos-
nias, Kosovos and other smaller-scale 
contingencies that challenge our inter-
ests overseas. For the first time since 
we adopted our 2-war strategy not long 
after the end of the Cold War, the com-
manders in charge of our warfighting 
forces are warning the Congress—again 
for the first time in the post Cold War 
era—that the risks in our ability to 
fight in that second theater have gone 
from moderate to high. 

This risk is not merely some esoteric 
metric that only some military strate-
gist can comprehend. Rather, the dan-
gers are that we will lose an unaccept-
able number of men and women in bat-
tle, that we will lose excessive terri-
tory in the initial phases of battle, and 
that battles will last much longer than 
they would with a more capable force. 

This is a serious warning—not one we 
should take lightly. The military chal-
lenges to the U.S. in the decades ahead 
are ill-defined and very difficult to pre-
dict. While the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs has signaled a significant draw-
down in Bosnia in the near future, 
while our commitment of troops to 
Kosovo is relatively small compared to 
those of our European allies, and while 
signs of progress on the Korean penin-
sula are making news this week, we 
also see the tragedy in East Timor, re-
newed Chinese threats against Taiwan, 
and rebel action in Russia, all of which 
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remind us of the extraordinary insta-
bilities that we will face in the next 
century. 

Whether we will see more or less con-
flict is unclear, but the growing com-
petition for fixed resources in impover-
ished regions where populations grow 
unabated suggests that civil and inter-
state strife will only worsen. These 
strains will also spawn terrorists—in-
cluding those embittered by their 
harsh circumstances and in particular 
those who feel they have nothing to 
lose. 

Decisive action, as we saw by the 
U.S. and others in Bosnia and Kosovo, 
will, we hope, deter future conflicts 
and gross human rights violations. But 
the speed with which the tragedy in 
East Timor developed on the heels of 
NATO’s victory in Kosovo tempers 
such optimism. Ultimately, a combina-
tion of resolute determination to de-
feat aggression, strong support for de-
mocracies, and effective means for im-
proving the quality of life for all is the 
best path to ensure we don’t have to 
send our young men and women into 
harm’s way repeatedly in the twenty 
first century. 

This conference report goes a long 
way toward ensuring we will be ready 
in the years to come. It invests in new 
weapons to the tune of three billion 
dollars over the FY 2000 Administra-
tion’s request, and looks to the distant 
future with an increase for research 
and development of almost two billion 
dollars over the request. Readiness is 
increased by about 1.5 billion dollars. 
More importantly, this bill focusses on 
our greatest asset—our soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen and marines—that ulti-
mately make the defining difference 
between victory and defeat. With a sig-
nificant pay raise and retirement re-
forms, the bill meets head on a con-
tinuing crisis in recruiting and reten-
tion. I was particularly pleased that 
the Senate and conferees agreed to pro-
visions I had included in an earlier bill, 
S. 4, to focus pay increases on special-
ties—such as aviators—where retention 
and recruiting problems are particu-
larly severe. 

At a time when we are watching 
every defense dollar so closely, I am 
disappointed that we did not do much 
more in this bill to rid the Department 
of Defense of so many wasteful expend-
itures. Across the nation, we are now 
obligating in excess of 3 billion dollars 
a year to pay for utilities, to maintain 
buildings and roadways, and to operate 
equipment on bases that are unneeded 
by our military. We are likewise spend-
ing billions on weapons and research 
programs that the Department of De-
fense did not request but was forced to 
pursue by the Congress. We watch the 
Department waste hundreds of millions 
of dollars due to misguided acquisition 
policies, poor oversight of inventories, 
and service duplication of effort. These 
are difficult problems to fix—due ei-
ther to political inertia or sheer orga-
nizational complexity, but nonetheless 
we should and can do much more. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
comment briefly on this bill’s attempt 
to reorganize the entire Department of 
Energy. While PRC espionage has se-
verely damaging consequences for 
long-term U.S. security, rushing to re-
structure a department with such vital 
responsibilities is not, in my view, pru-
dent oversight on our part. In short, 
had the changes included here been in-
stituted two decades ago, it is unclear 
that these changes would have had any 
impact on the PRC’s ability to garner 
intelligence on our nuclear weapons. 
Indeed, one might even make the case 
that the bill will worsen this situation. 
I intend to track this matter closely in 
the years ahead and to support nec-
essary modications of this language as 
the reorganization proceeds. 

Mr. President, on balance, this is a 
very good bill that does much to fix 
military readiness and other problems. 
I support its passage and urge my col-
leagues to support it as well. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to offer 
some comments in support of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2000. Since Operation 
Desert Storm in 1991, I have been ex-
tremely concerned with the drastic de-
cline in funding for our Armed Serv-
ices. We have all watched as the mili-
tary lost more and more of its highly 
trained warriors, as the equipment 
aged year after year with few spare 
parts and no replacements, and as the 
infrastructure at our military bases 
fell into disrepair. Today, I am cau-
tiously optimistic that we have finally, 
if belatedly, recognized serious readi-
ness shortfalls and are taking steps to 
correct them. That this bill represents 
a 4.4 percent increase over the current 
fiscal year’s level is a step in the right 
direction. 

I am most heartened by the package 
of personnel benefits that are incor-
porated in this bill. Several identified 
shortcomings in pay and retirement 
benefits have been addressed. Pay table 
reform brings the focus of the pay 
raises to the middle leadership in both 
the officer and enlisted ranks. Repeal-
ing REDUX brings equity across the 
military for retirement benefits. Se-
curing higher annual pay raises takes 
the first step to closing the pay gap be-
tween military personnel and their ci-
vilian counterparts. Implementing a 
Thrift Savings Plan for military per-
sonnel will help retain our dedicated 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines. 

Two critical areas of our military 
that begin to be addressed in this bill 
are the shortage of spare parts and the 
lack of replacement equipment. In 
every branch of the service, examples 
abound of equipment being utilized far 
in excess of its intended service life. In 
many cases the equipment is older 
than the operator and costs more and 
more each year to maintain. This bill 
funds spare parts programs to allow 
our equipment to be fully combat 
ready, and funds many follow-on sys-
tems that will directly benefit the war 
fighter. 

This trend must continue in the 
years to come. Maintaining a viable 
military is a commitment, not a once- 
a-decade afterthought. 

While I applaud the effort to bolster 
some of the areas of our military that 
have been under funded for the last 10 
years, I am disheartened that, yet 
again, Congress has failed to take two 
of the most meaningful steps to free 
more dollars for our defense budget. 
The first of these is the continued and 
reprehensible practice of spending bil-
lions of dollars on programs that the 
armed services did not ask for and, in 
many cases, do not need. Allocating 
funding from an already tight budget 
for programs added primarily for paro-
chial reasons continues to undermine 
honest efforts to adequately provide for 
the national defense. 

I applaud the Committee chairman’s 
effort to minimize the number of mem-
ber adds not reflected on service Un-
funded Priority Lists. Committee staff 
should be commended for their great 
efforts in carefully drafting legislation 
and checking amendments with the 
Service’s Unfunded Priority Lists and 
the Future Years Defense Plan—ensur-
ing that, in most cases, the Services’ 
priorities were funded. There is no 
question, however, that enormous sums 
continue to be earmarked as much for 
political as for operational reasons. In 
fact, my concern about the continued 
viability of the Unfunded Priority 
Lists has grown in the face of question-
able inclusions on those lists, such as 
executive and tactical airlift aircraft 
that clearly expand on existing inven-
tory surpluses, and programs from the 
Future Years Defense Plans that are 
moved ahead more to accommodate 
powerful members of Congress than to 
address pressing funding shortfalls. 
That there is more than $3 billion in 
questionable spending added by mem-
bers for parochial reasons illustrates 
that the scale of the problem remains 
unacceptably high. 

I also continue to find incomprehen-
sible Congress’s unwillingness to per-
mit the military to divest itself of ex-
cess infrastructure. Literally billions 
of dollars can be saved over the course 
of a FYDP if the services are author-
ized to close unneeded installations 
and facilities. And let there be no mis-
take: Congressional opposition to an-
other round of base closures is not 
predicated upon specious arguments 
about the supposed lack of cost savings 
and operational requirements that defy 
simple economics and common sense; 
this opposition grows solely out of the 
desire on the part of members of this 
body to avoid the politically painful 
process of defending hometown instal-
lations. 

As one who saw a major installation 
in my state closed during the 1991 
BRAC round, I can sympathize with 
that reluctance to undertake an un-
pleasant task. As one who also saw the 
rejuvenation of a community pre-
viously dependent upon that military 
installation after it was turned over to 
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local authorities, and as one more than 
a little concerned about our inability 
to fully address vital readiness and 
modernization problems, I must re-
spectfully disagree with those who op-
pose another round of base closures. 

The elimination of excess infrastruc-
ture is vital to allow the Department 
of Defense to focus resources on nec-
essary support facilities rather than 
base structure from the Cold War era. 
Savings from previous BRAC rounds 
have been validated in the billions of 
dollars by every conceivable research 
foundation. There is just no excuse for 
continuing to require taxpayers to pay 
for infrastructure we do not need. 

I am also distressed that the bill does 
not address a personnel issue I find an 
embarrassment and a tragedy. With 
over 12,000 military families on food 
stamps, and the potential of more than 
double that number eligible for the 
program, I cannot reconcile the lack of 
attention to this issue in this bill. I 
have been open to all suggestions for 
solutions to this problem. I have hoped 
for and worked toward a bipartisan re-
sponse that would satisfy the Adminis-
tration, Congress, and the Department 
of Defense. Although the Senate ap-
proved my legislation, I was greatly 
disappointed when this measure was re-
jected by conferees from the House of 
Representatives despite the strong sup-
port of Admiral Jay Johnson, the Chief 
of Naval Operations, and General Jim 
Jones, the Marine Corps Commandant. 

I find it an outrage that enlisted fam-
ilies line up for free food and furniture 
while we pour hundreds of millions of 
dollars into C–130J, automatic grenade 
launcher, anti-ship decoy, 
hyperspectral research, and free elec-
tron laser programs. The insertion into 
the budget of hundreds of millions of 
dollars for an amphibious assault ship 
that the Navy does not want and that 
the Secretary of Defense specified di-
verts dollars from higher priority pro-
grams is difficult to reconcile with our 
professed concern for the welfare of 
military families. 

What we have here is a situation in 
which certain members of the House 
are apparently unconcerned about hav-
ing tens of thousands of military fami-
lies eligible for food stamps. Yet, they 
raise no opposition to funding a gym-
nasium at the Naval Post-Graduate 
School or a $15 million Reserve Center 
in Oregon that were not in the depart-
ment’s budget request. In fact, a vast 
majority of unrequested items costing 
many millions of dollars were added to 
the bill by the same body that opposed 
the food stamp provision. Sadly, poli-
tics, not military necessity, remains 
the rule, not the exception. 

Although my legislative proposal 
would have been funded for the Depart-
ment of Defense at approximately $6 
million annually, the Congressional 
Budget Office found that it actually 
would have represented a savings to 
taxpayers, since it would save more in 
the Agriculture Department by remov-
ing service members from the food 

stamp rolls. I am at a loss to under-
stand or explain how such a straight-
forward measure could be so easily re-
jected by the House of Representatives, 
particularly in a year when Congress 
voted to increase its own pay and also 
included a 15% annual pay raise for 
generals and admirals. 

I will continue to press forward to re-
solve this tragic problem, and I believe 
that most Americans will support my 
effort. I will not stand by and watch as 
our military is permitted to erode to 
the breaking point by the President’s 
lack of foresight and the Congress’ lack 
of compassion. These military men and 
women—our soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
and Marines—are the very same Ameri-
cans that the President and Congress 
have sent into harm’s way in recent 
years in Somalia, Bosnia, Haiti, 
Kosovo, and currently East Timor. Our 
service members deserve better. They 
deserve our continuing respect, our un-
wavering support, and a living wage. 

On another matter, I am very pleased 
that the bill contains provisions for the 
renewal of the withdrawal of the Gold-
water Range. 

The Goldwater Range is one of the 
most important military training 
ranges in the country, supporting ac-
tivities of all services. It currently 
comprises approximately 2.7 million 
acres of desert land in southwest Ari-
zona, with climate and weather condi-
tions that allow flight and other train-
ing over 360 days a year. This range is 
vital to the continued military readi-
ness of our Armed Forces. 

It is also located in the heart of the 
Sonoran desert and contains one of the 
most undisturbed desert ecosystems in 
North America. The Sonoran desert 
ecosystem on the Goldwater Range is 
one of the few places in the nation that 
contains virtually all of the plant and 
animal species that were present before 
the continent was discovered by Euro-
peans. The dozen mountain ranges and 
arid bajadas of the range are home to 
the desert bighorn sheep, the critically 
endangered Sonoran pronghorn ante-
lope, and dozens of plant species found 
almost nowhere else in the U.S. 

The challenge is to provide for nec-
essary national defense training while 
protecting this natural treasure. In 
1986, the Congress passed the Military 
Lands Withdrawal Act which formally 
authorized the Barry M. Goldwater 
Range. Included within the range was 
more than 860,000 acres of the Cabeza 
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge man-
aged by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and more than 1.8 million acres 
of lands administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management. The withdrawals 
established under the 1986 Act were for 
15 years and were due to expire unless 
extended in 2001. 

While the approach to the with-
drawal of the Goldwater Range in this 
bill is different from what we did in 
1986, the provisions will ensure the con-
tinued availability of this range for 
vital military training, while pro-
tecting and preserving the unique cul-

tural and natural resources of this part 
of Arizona. 

The withdrawal provisions included 
in the conference report are based on 
the Administration’s proposal. Because 
of the environmental protections in-
cluded in the Administration’s pro-
posal and additional provisions added 
in the conference agreement, I am 
comfortable with the plan to transfer 
management of the natural and cul-
tural resources within the range to the 
Air Force and the Navy, a decision 
which is fully supported by both the In-
terior Department and the President’s 
Council on Environmental Quality. In 
practical effect, the Air Force and Ma-
rine Corps have been performing the 
management functions at the Gold-
water Range for many years, and doing 
a superb job of it, according to most 
observers, while the efforts of the Bu-
reau of Land Management and Interior 
Department have been widely criti-
cized. In fact, the Department of De-
fense already dedicates significant re-
sources to land and resource manage-
ment of the Range. The decision to for-
mally transfer management recognizes 
the superior fiscal and manpower re-
sources available to the military Serv-
ices, who also have the most compel-
ling interest in maintaining future 
training access to the range, which can 
only be accomplished by effectively ad-
dressing environmental concerns re-
garding its use. 

The Cabeza Prieta will no longer be 
included in the military lands with-
drawal, and it will continue to be pro-
tected and managed by the Interior De-
partment and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service as one of our Nation’s crown 
jewels of wilderness areas. 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt es-
tablished the Cabeza Prieta refuge in 
1939 in recognition of the tremendous 
natural resources of the area. Con-
gress—with my strong support—des-
ignated about 803,000 acres of the 
860,000-acre Refuge as wilderness in the 
Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990, 
making it the largest and one of the 
most pristine wilderness areas man-
aged by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service in the lower 48 states. I am 
very proud to have been a part of the 
effort to protect this unique wilderness 
area. The management of Cabeza 
Prieta should set the highest standard 
for the protection of wilderness and 
wildlife values. 

This bill ensures that military avia-
tion training can continue over the ref-
uge pursuant to the Memorandum of 
Understanding in place between the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Air 
Force but ensures that the wildlife and 
wilderness conservation purposes of the 
refuge remain unaltered. The bill does 
not seek to add new purposes to the 
Refuge’s management mandate. 

Under the 1990 wilderness act, the Air 
Force was allowed to maintain a small 
number of ground instruments on the 
refuge within the Cabeza Prieta Wil-
derness. Man-made structures are not 
generally allowed within wilderness 
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areas. The bill before us allows the Air 
Force to upgrade, replace, or relocate 
the structures but only if doing so will 
have a similar or less impact on the 
wilderness and the environment than 
the existing structures. 

The legislation also requires the De-
fense and Interior Departments to 
jointly develop a comprehensive inte-
grated natural and cultural resources 
management plan for the Range, and to 
conduct a full environmental review, 
with public comment, every five years, 
including submission of a report to 
Congress. The Secretary of the Interior 
is given unilateral authority to take 
back the responsibility to manage the 
Range lands if the Secretary deter-
mines that the military is failing to 
adequately protect them. If at any 
time this authority is exercised, or if 
any of the five-year reports indicate 
degradation of the natural and cultural 
resources on the range, the Congress 
could and should take prompt action to 
redress those problems. I would cer-
tainly support such action. 

The conference agreement also di-
rects the Department of the Interior to 
work with all affected parties, includ-
ing state, local, and tribal govern-
ments, to determine how best to man-
age and protect the natural and cul-
tural resources of the four parcels of 
land, totaling 112,179 acres, that will no 
longer be withdrawn from public use 
for military utilization. The study will 
examine whether such lands can be bet-
ter managed by the Federal Govern-
ment or through conveyance of such 
lands to another appropriate entity. 
The prompt completion of this study 
will give the Department of the Inte-
rior an opportunity to plan for the 
most appropriate management strate-
gies for these lands, which, because of 
the withdrawal, have not been subject 
to mining, livestock grazing, or heavy 
recreation use for a half-century. These 
lands include the spectacular, 83,554- 
acre Sand Tank Mountains area. I ex-
pect that the Department of the Inte-
rior will explore a number of manage-
ment options for management of the 
Sand Tank Mountains (and the other 
parcels) including transfer to Native 
American peoples, as well as the poten-
tial to protect the important natural 
values of the area through the designa-
tion of qualifying lands as wilderness, 
or through the limiting of livestock 
grazing and mining. This area is home 
to the highly endangered Sonoran 
pronghorn antelope and I expect that 
the study will include provisions for 
this and other threatened and endan-
gered species. The study is to be com-
pleted within one year from the date of 
enactment of this bill. 

Finally, the bill establishes an Inter-
governmental Executive Committee of 
federal, state, and tribal representa-
tives for the purpose of exchanging in-
formation, views, and advice relating 
to the management of the natural and 
cultural resources of the range. I fully 
expect that this body will conduct its 
meetings in public, and will provide 

ample opportunity for the public to 
participate in meetings and to review 
and comment on any proposals for the 
administration of the area that may be 
discussed by the committee. 

I am very disappointed that the con-
ferees did not include language for a 
comprehensive study of alternative 
management plans for the Goldwater 
Range. A proposal was made earlier 
this year to designate the range as a 
park or preserve, managed by the Na-
tional Park Service, while permitting 
continued military training. In addi-
tion, several environmental groups reg-
istered concerns about the Administra-
tion’s proposal for DOD management of 
the range and expressed concern that 
the military would be an ineffective 
manager of the natural resources at 
issue. 

In response, I worked with the con-
cerned individuals and groups to de-
velop language directing the Depart-
ment of the Interior to make rec-
ommendations on management of the 
range, including possible designation 
as a park, a preserve, a wilderness area, 
a nature conservation area, or other 
similar protected status. Simply study-
ing alternative management schemes 
would not interfere with military 
training activities for which the range 
is essential. Rather, a comprehensive 
study would provide information to 
guide the Administration and the Con-
gress in taking appropriate action to 
ensure that the cultural and natural 
resources on the range are preserved 
and protected. 

It is incomprehensible that anyone 
could object to a study, but, unfortu-
nately, significant opposition was 
raised by outside conferees on the 
House side. I will continue to pursue 
other avenues in this matter, because I 
am uncomfortable with the idea of 
locking in the Administration’s pro-
posal without ensuring that we could 
revisit that decision if the experts de-
termined after studying alternative 
suggestions that some other form of 
management would be more appro-
priate. 

In July, I wrote to the Secretaries of 
Interior and Defense, requesting that 
they independently undertake an as-
sessment of alternative management 
plans for the Goldwater Range. They 
have the authority to do so, and I have 
urged them to begin a study imme-
diately. In addition, I proposed an 
amendment to the FY 2000 Interior Ap-
propriations bill to require such a 
study, and I am working to ensure such 
a study is included in legislation pend-
ing before the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee to authorize new 
park areas. Once an alternative man-
agement study is completed, I will en-
sure that any recommendations for im-
proved management of the Goldwater 
Range are considered and acted on, as 
necessary, by the Congress. 

Despite shortfalls in the conference 
report before us today, I urge my col-
leagues to support its passage. On the 
whole, it is a step in the right direction 

toward resuscitating an armed force 
suffering from the diverging pattern of 
expanding commitments and con-
tracting resources. It includes tangible 
incentives for the men and women who 
defend our nation day and night, 365 
days a year, at home and overseas. It 
paves the way for better equipment and 
higher equipment availability rates. It 
is imperfect, as, I suppose, a bill of this 
magnitude is destined to be, but our 
armed forces deserve the good that is 
included in it, even if they must also 
suffer the bad. 

Mr. President, the full list of 
unquested adds will be available on my 
website. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today in strong support of the FY 
2000 Defense authorization bill. This 
legislation demonstrates a strong com-
mitment to America’s defense and to 
our ability to meet future military 
challenges. 

I am particularly pleased by the com-
mittee’s inclusion of $176.1 million to 
purchase 17 UH–60L Blackhawk heli-
copters. A coalition of eight companies 
in my state manufacture critical com-
ponents for the Black Hawk, which is 
the Army’s premier tactical transport 
helicopter. First produced in 1977, it is 
used for combat assault, combat re- 
supply, battlefield command and con-
trol, electronic warfare and medical 
evacuation. This year, the Black hawk 
provided critical support functions for 
our armed services in the Kosovo. This 
funding will ensure that our military 
has the ability to continue its current 
operations and sustain readiness for fu-
ture dangers. 

I am also pleased by the committee’s 
support for high school ROTC pro-
grams. The additional $32 million for 
high school ROTC program will make a 
particular impact in my State where 
many programs have been approved for 
participation in ROTC but remain un-
funded. Clark High School is an exam-
ple of one such program which has re-
mained on a waiting list of approved 
ROTC program but has been unable to 
participate because funding has not 
been available. I am hopeful that this 
funding will be appropriated, allowing 
the Department of Defense to imme-
diately utilize this funding so that un-
funded programs, like Clark High 
School, can begin operating as soon as 
possible. 

Additionally, the additional benefits 
for all members of the military in-
cluded in this bill deals with serious 
concerns I have had regarding quality 
of life and morale of our soldiers. The 
pay raise of almost five percent ad-
dresses serious inequities between mili-
tary pay and civilian wages. In addi-
tion, the legislation creates a civilian- 
style 401(k) by allowing military per-
sonnel to contribute up to 5 percent of 
their pre-tax to a tax-shelter invest-
ment fund. These benefits will go a 
long way toward reaching our goals of 
recruiting and retaining highly trained 
personnel. Most importantly, it will 
give our soldiers and their families the 
quality of life they deserve. 
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I am also pleased by the $10 million 

in procurement funding for secure ter-
minal equipment for the military serv-
ices and defense agencies. This 
versatile equipments is the cornerstone 
of our multi-media secure digital com-
munication. The new generation of se-
cure terminal equipment, produced by 
a defense company in my State, is 
more effective technology and gen-
erates significant operations and main-
tenance cost savings. 

Finally, I am extremely pleased by 
the committee’s inclusion of a provi-
sion regarding the Economic develop-
ment conveyance of base closure prop-
erty. When an installation is rec-
ommended for closure, it is imperative 
that the transfer of property benefit 
the local community. This provision 
will accomplish this goal by allowing a 
more efficient transfer of property to 
the local re-development authority for 
job creation and economic develop-
ment. 

I again thank Chairman WARNER, 
Ranking Member LEVIN and Ranking 
Member INOUYE for their commitment 
and attention to these important 
issues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. GORTON (when his name was 

called). Present. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced, yeas 93, 
nays 5, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 284 Leg.] 

YEAS—93 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—5 

Boxer 
Feingold 

Harkin 
Kohl 

Wellstone 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Gorton 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The conference report was agreed to. 
(Mr. VOINOVICH assumed the chair.) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, as the 

RECORD shows, I voted present during 
the rollcall vote on passage of the 
FY2000 Defense Authorization Con-
ference Report. My decision to cast 
this vote was prompted by Section 651 
of the Conference Report, which would 
repeal the reduction in retired pay for 
U.S. military retirees who are em-
ployed by the federal government or 
hold federal office. As a retired U.S. 
Air Force Reserve officer, I stand to be 
benefitted by this provision when it is 
signed into law by the President. It is 
for this reason I voted present. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, what is the 
pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is anticipating a unanimous con-
sent agreement to move forward with 
the VA-HUD appropriations. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent H.R. 2684 be discharged 
from the Appropriations Committee 
and the Senate proceed to its consider-
ation. I further ask that all after page 
2, line 9, over to and including line 3 on 
page 95 be stricken, and the text of S. 
1596 be inserted in lieu thereof, that 
the amendment be considered as origi-
nal text for the purpose of further 
amendments, that no points of order be 
waived, and that any legislative provi-
sion added thereby be subject to a 
point of order under rule XVI. 

Again, the Senate is now on the 
HUD-VA appropriations bill. No call 
for the regular order with respect to 
the bankruptcy bill is in order. It is my 
hope substantial progress can be made, 
that the leadership can agree to an ar-
rangement where all first-degree 
amendments be submitted to the desk 
by a reasonable time. I will discuss this 
further with my counterpart, the Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

I make that unanimous consent re-
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2648) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to present the fiscal year 2000 
VA-HUD-independent agencies appro-
priations bill to the Senate. This legis-
lation provides a total of $90.9 billion 
in budget authority, including $21.3 bil-
lion in mandatory budget authority 
and $82.3 billion in outlays, while cov-
ering a variety of Federal interests 
from veterans, housing, the environ-
ment, basic research, to advances in 
space. 

This has been a very tough year, as I 
believe all our colleagues know. We 
have waited a long time to bring this 
bill to the consideration of the full 
Senate. I express my sincerest thanks 
to my chairman, Senator STEVENS, the 
ranking member of the full committee, 
Senator BYRD, and to my colleague, 
the ranking member from Maryland, 
for their hard work and commitment 
to ensuring that the VA-HUD appro-
priations subcommittee has enough 
funding to meet the minimum needs of 
our many important programs. 

However, with 2 weeks before the end 
of the fiscal year, we are on a forced 
march to complete Senate action and 
provide a conference agreement to the 
Senate for consideration. I believe the 
bill before the Senate is a good bill 
under the constraints imposed by budg-
etary limitations and a fair bill with 
funds allocated to the most pressing 
needs we face. 

Let me emphasize we balanced our 
funding decisions away from new pro-
grams and focused instead on the core 
primary programs in our bill on which 
people depend. We listened very care-
fully to the priorities of our colleagues 
in this body. While not everyone is 
happy, nor could they be, we believe 
the bill is equitable. 

Clearly, we were not able to provide 
fully what each Member requested. Let 
me note that we received some 1,400 re-
quests from Members of this body, but 
we attempted to meet the priority 
needs. Before describing what is in-
cluded in this legislation for each agen-
cy, I wish to extend my sincerest 
thanks to Senator MIKULSKI, the rank-
ing member of the VA–HUD appropria-
tions subcommittee, for all her hard 
work and cooperation in putting this 
bill together. It is not possible, without 
the good working relationship that we 
have, to deal with such a complicated 
bill. 

Let me add at the beginning, and I 
will repeat it again, my sincere thanks 
also to Senator MIKULSKI’s staff, Paul 
Carliner, Jeannine Schroeder, Sean 
Smith, as well as my staff, Jon 
Kamarck, Carrie Apostolou, Cheh Kim, 
and Joe Norrell. The contributions of 
the staff to this process have been in-
valuable. Anybody who has watched 
the staff work on a major bill knows 
how much time, effort, energy, pain 
and suffering is endured at the staff 
level to bring a bill to the floor. 

The VA–HUD fiscal year 2000 appro-
priations bill is crafted to meet our 
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most critical needs for veterans, hous-
ing, the environment, basic scientific 
research, and advances in space. As I 
noted, total spending in this bill is 
$69.6 billion in budget authority and 
$82.3 billion in outlays. This is roughly 
the same as the President’s overall re-
quest in the VA–HUD appropriations 
subcommittee but distributed with 
some significant differences. 

Unlike the President’s budget, the 
highest priority in the recommenda-
tions before the Senate is VA medical 
care. In the bill before the Senate, we 
have increased this amount by $1.1 bil-
lion above the President’s request. 
Many Members have heard from vet-
erans for some time about their con-
cerns about the VA budget. They have 
been hearing their local VA hospital 
may terminate critical services, in-
crease waiting times for appointments, 
maybe even shut down altogether. 
Members have expressed concerns 
about the need for additional medical 
care funding. 

The Vice President recently told our 
Nation’s veterans they wished to pro-
vide more money, but so-called Pri-
ority 7 veterans were not going to get 
care any more. We asked VA to do an 
indepth field survey to find out what 
the President’s budget as originally 
submitted would mean. We found there 
would be major cutbacks in services, 
denial of services for some veterans, 
closing of facilities, reductions in force 
totaling as many as 13,000 employees 
and, what is most important, denial of 
critically needed care to thousands of 
veterans. We are absolutely not going 
to let that happen. It is wrong. 

Overall, the VA budget totals $43.75 
billion, an increase of $1.1 billion more 
than the President’s request. In addi-
tion to medical care, funds were added 
to the veterans State home and State 
cemetery grant programs to meet the 
tremendous backlog in these programs 
and ensure that we meet the needs of 
our aging veterans, honoring those who 
are deceased in a dignified and respect-
ful manner. 

VA’s full request for additional funds 
for the Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion includes ensuring much-needed 
improvements to the processing and 
delivery of veterans’ benefits. We are, 
as we speak, working to find additional 
funding for veterans’ medical care, and 
we expect to be able to present an 
amendment very shortly on that par-
ticular matter that we think will fur-
ther lighten the burdens and stresses 
placed on the Veterans’ Administration 
and ensure it can continue to provide 
top quality medical care to those who 
have put their lives on the line for the 
peace and security of all and for the 
freedom of the United States. 

Moving on to the other major ele-
ments in this bill, we have funded the 
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment at $27.16 billion, which is 
some $2.35 billion over last year’s level 
and which should allow HUD to be on 
very solid ground. Because of the pri-
ority needs of our veterans, we had to 

make tough choices. In HUD’s case, 
that meant not funding HUD’s re-
quested 19 new programs and initia-
tives. Instead, we focused on funding 
HUD’s core programs such as public 
housing, CDBG, home and drug elimi-
nation grants, homeless assistance, and 
section 202 housing for the elderly. 
These are the key housing and commu-
nity development programs that make 
a critical difference in people’s lives. 
They are programs with a proven track 
record. 

Also, unlike last year when we fund-
ed 50,000 new incremental vouchers, we 
do not have the funds to provide incre-
mental section 8 assistance this year. 
Frankly, against my better judgment, 
because we do not have funds in our al-
location to meet the funding needs of 
our key programs, I have accepted the 
administration’s budget proposal to 
defer $4.2 billion of section 8 budget au-
thority for fiscal year 2000 expiring 
contracts until fiscal year 2001. In 
other words, the budget authority will 
be appropriated for the amounts to be 
expended on section 8 certificates in 
fiscal year 2001 to the fiscal year 2001 
budget. The good news is we were able 
to continue funding this year. But the 
bad news means we will have to find $8 
billion more in section 8 budget au-
thority in fiscal year 2001 for a total of 
some $14 billion in budget authority in 
order to renew all expiring section 8 
contracts in fiscal year 2001. 

Permit me to emphasize and call to 
your attention several issues of par-
ticular importance in this bill. 

First, I introduced the Save My 
Home Act of 1999 earlier this year to 
require HUD to renew expiring below 
market section 8 contracts at a market 
rate for elderly and disabled projects, 
and in circumstances where housing is 
located in a low-vacancy area such as 
rural areas or high-cost areas. 

We have heard from too many States 
around this country where tenants in 
section 8 projects have been thrown out 
because the landlord in a tight market 
thought higher rents could be obtained 
at market rate. While this is certainly 
an understandable move, it deprives 
the citizens who have depended upon 
section 8 of the vitally needed services 
that they must have. So, despite our 
request, there has not been effective 
action to deal with those expiring sec-
tion 8, or the so-called opt-out pro-
grams where landlords leave the sec-
tion 8 program. 

This bill provides new authority for 
section 8 enhanced, or sticky vouchers, 
to ensure that families and housing for 
which owners do not renew their sec-
tion 8 contracts will be able to con-
tinue to live in their homes with the 
Federal Government picking up the ad-
ditional rental cost of the units. 

We think it is essential to preserve 
this housing, and we have therefore in-
cluded $100 million in new section 8 as-
sistance to ensure that there is ade-
quate funding for renewing these sec-
tion 8 contracts. We believe this strong 
direction to HUD will ensure that the 

appropriate steps—and there are other 
steps that are preferable to sticky 
vouchers, but we have given them a 
wide range of tools to use in ensuring 
those who live in opt-out housing are 
not deprived of housing. 

We are disappointed about some of 
the reactions we have heard to this 
budget. We believe we are doing our job 
and doing it responsibly. We have 
heard objections from HUD. But we are 
funding HUD’s program in a respon-
sible, no-nonsense way. 

Under this appropriations bill, unlike 
the course that the administration is 
on, no one will lose their housing, and 
in many cases the funding will ensure 
new low-income housing and home 
ownership opportunities. 

We are concerned more and more 
about HUD’s capacity to administer its 
programs. As I said, HUD has raised a 
red flag on many issues. We funded the 
primary programs mostly at the Presi-
dent’s level—and a number above that 
level. I also do not believe that new 
programs at HUD should be a priority 
in part because of funding pressures 
but also because HUD does not have 
the capacity to administer effectively 
its programs. And we do not wish to 
bring in new programs without the 
benefit of the authorizing committee’s 
approval on it. 

HUD remains a high-risk agency, as 
designated by the General Accounting 
Office—the only agency ever des-
ignated on a department-wide basis. I 
do not believe it needs additional re-
sponsibility until it corrects its signifi-
cant problems. 

I hope every single Member under-
stands what I am saying because people 
have reported to me concerns they 
have had with HUD. We have not been 
able to approve HUD’s request. They 
need to understand that it is only one 
of eight major agencies that depend on 
the VA–HUD subcommittee allocation 
for their funds, and we have attempted 
to do our best to assure adequate fund-
ing for the core programs that are vi-
tally important. 

Moving on to other agencies, for 
EPA, we included a total of $7.3 billion, 
an increase of about $100 million over 
the request of the administration. We 
thought we needed to restore the Presi-
dent’s $550 million cut to the clean 
water State revolving fund. The Clean 
Water Program and the Safe Drinking 
Water Program are critical to assure 
success in restoring and protecting our 
Nation’s water bodies. It is a matter of 
the environment. It is also a vital mat-
ter of public health. 

As we see problems in this country 
brought about by hurricanes and 
floods, everybody realizes that con-
taminated water supplies is one of the 
greatest health problems we face. This 
clean water State revolving fund al-
lows States day in and day out to move 
forward in assisting local communities 
to clean up their wastewater to make 
sure we are not polluting the environ-
ment and endangering the health of 
our citizens. There is still a great deal 
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to do in this area. We have provided as 
much assistance as we can. 

EPA has been revising its estimate of 
the nationwide need for water infra-
structure financing upward. It is now 
about $200 billion. That is why I find it 
a little difficult to understand why the 
proposal was to cut this program by 40 
percent. We think that is the wrong 
choice. We reverse the cut. 

The highest priorities, in my view, in 
EPA must include State grant pro-
grams and those activities geared to 
addressing the biggest environmental 
risk we face. We had to cut out some 
new programs—some critical pro-
grams—to protect fully EPA’s core pro-
grams. In addition, we added funding 
for grants to States to enhance their 
environmental data system. That is a 
critical need and should help improve 
the integrity of EPA’s data system. 

Moving on to the other agencies, 
FEMA funding totals $85 million of 
which $300 million is for disaster relief. 
While we were unable to accommodate 
the full budget request, there are addi-
tional funds we believe are high prior-
ities added for important initiatives 
such as antiterrorism training, enhanc-
ing the fire training program, and 
emergency food and shelter grants. De-
spite the damage caused by Hurricane 
Floyd, FEMA has adequate reserves on 
hand—approximately $1 billion at this 
time—to meet their anticipated obliga-
tions in the near future. We are going 
to be monitoring these needs closely, of 
course, and we will take whatever steps 
are necessary to ensure adequate funds 
are on hand to respond as needed to 
this and other disasters that inevitably 
occur. 

We commend FEMA’s efforts in hur-
ricane-ravaged areas. Our hearts and 
prayers go out to the victims of these 
natural disasters, and our thanks go to 
the very strong response that the peo-
ple of FEMA, and all of the related 
emergency agencies—both government 
and private sector agencies—have been 
able to provide. 

Next, moving on to the National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration, 
this bill fully funds NASA at the Presi-
dent’s request of $13.6 billion, including 
full funding for the international space 
station and the shuttle. I know NASA 
was a huge concern for many members 
of the committee and the Congress as a 
whole because the House, due to its 
shortened allocation, was forced to re-
duce funding by some $900 million. 

This bill makes a major structural 
change to the NASA accounts by pro-
viding separate funding for the inter-
national space station and the space 
shuttle. We believe this account change 
is necessary because of NASA’s con-
tinuing problems in controlling spend-
ing on the space station, especially en-
hanced by Russia’s unreliability in 
meeting its obligations as an inter-
national partner to the space station. 
We have, however, provided transfer 
authority to allow space station funds 
to be used to meet any needed safety 
upgrades for the shuttle. 

The only other major change in 
NASA funding is we have reduced the 
funding for space by $120 million from 
the President’s budget request in part 
to fund new launch and space transpor-
tation technologies designed to reduce 
the cost of space transportation and to 
open up commercial opportunities in 
our universe. 

Many Members have been interested 
in this program, and these funds are 
authorized in both the House and Sen-
ate NASA authorization bills. I know 
the occupant of the Chair has been a 
very strong advocate for this kind of 
research and development. 

For the National Science Founda-
tion, the bill includes over $3.9 billion, 
which matches the administration’s re-
quest. The NSF allocation is over $250 
million more than last year’s enacted 
level, about a 7-percent increase. The 
increase in funding continues our com-
mitment and support for our Nation’s 
basic research and education needs. 

On a personal note, I was very 
pleased we were able to meet the Presi-
dent’s request for NSF because of the 
tremendous amount of exciting and po-
tentially beneficial work that is being 
funded through the National Science 
Foundation. Truly, this is a national 
priority. I only wish more funds were 
available to add because this is our sci-
entific future. This is the future for our 
economy, for the well-being of the peo-
ple of the United States, and for our 
continued progress. 

Some of the major highlights of this 
allocation include $126 million in addi-
tional funds for computer and informa-
tion science and engineering activities, 
some $60 million for the important 
Plant Genome Program, and $50 mil-
lion for the administration’s ‘‘Biocom-
plexity’’ initiative. The bill also in-
cludes $423 million for the incorpora-
tion for national and community serv-
ice. This is near last year’s level. 

Let me be clear, funds totaling $80 
million were rescinded from the prior 
year’s appropriations for the program 
which are currently sitting in reserve. 
The inspector general tells us they are 
not needed. It is our understanding this 
rescission will have no programmatic 
impact, but it is necessary for us to 
meet the other priorities in our budget. 
We intend to assure the Corporation 
continues at the level from last year, 
and we believe this budget allocation 
allows us to do so. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to yield 
the floor to my colleague and good 
friend, the Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Good morning, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask unanimous 

consent that Ms. Jeannine Schroeder, a 
detailee from HUD working in my of-
fice on this bill, be able to come to the 
floor and have floor privileges, limited 
only to the VA-HUD consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, once 
again we come to the floor of the Sen-
ate to discuss the appropriations for 
the VA-HUD appropriations bill. This 
is a very exciting time because this ap-
propriation is really the bridge be-
tween the old century and the new cen-
tury. I think our bill does reflect, in its 
funding levels, that we intend for it to 
be a bridge between the old century 
and the new century. 

First of all, a word about the old cen-
tury. We know that our American vet-
erans, because of their bravery, their 
gallantry, and their self-sacrifice, 
saved America and saved Western civ-
ilization. That is why this sub-
committee fought so hard to save their 
health care—a bridge from the old cen-
tury, but a bridge to the new century. 

We also, during this century, realized 
that in addition to the ravages of war, 
there were terrible ravages to our envi-
ronment. Once again, in our legisla-
tion, we make a significant commit-
ment to the protection of not only the 
environment of the American people 
but also of the whole world—again, a 
bridge from the old century to the new 
century. 

It was in this century that America 
moved forward economically, first in 
its industrial age, and now toward the 
information age. But in the course of 
this century, we not only made a com-
mitment to the progress of a few, we 
made a commitment to the progress of 
many. Through programs such as hous-
ing and urban development, we have 
continued to work to create a real op-
portunity structure for our American 
citizens. 

What is the hallmark of the Amer-
ican opportunity structure? One is 
home ownership. Through the VA 
mortgage program, the FHA program, 
and other key programs, we create a 
wider opportunity for people to be able 
to own a home in the United States of 
America. 

The other hallmark of the bridge 
from the old century to the new cen-
tury is our passion for education. It 
was we, in the United States of Amer-
ica, whose continual social inventions 
created opportunities for people to pur-
sue higher education. 

When my great grandmother came 
from Poland, she certainly could read, 
but she wanted us to be able to do more 
than to be able to read the newspaper 
or read our scriptures. She wanted us 
to have a real education. It was out of 
the American people inventing night 
school, a community college, a GI bill 
of rights, that we were able to make 
sure ordinary people had access to 
higher education. This is why we con-
tinue to be so enthusiastic about 
AmeriCorps. Right this very minute, 
there are young people working in 
communities all over the United States 
of America, in public education, public 
safety, and other areas, to ensure that 
we help our communities. But they are 
earning a voucher that they can use to 
pay for their higher education. Once 
again, a bridge from the desires of the 
old century to the new century. 
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What, too, is the hallmark of the ge-

nius of the American people? It is our 
resourcefulness, our ingenuity, and our 
innovation. America is the nation of 
science and technology. It was in our 
great Federal laboratories that some of 
the greatest advances were made in the 
old century. We want to be sure we po-
sition them for the new century. 
Therefore, this appropriation continues 
to stay the course in science and tech-
nology, particularly in the environ-
ment, in NASA—our national space 
agency—and also in the National 
Science Foundation. 

That is really what this bill is all 
about. When we rise on the floor and 
talk to our colleagues about numbers 
and data, we sometimes sound like an 
annual report. But when we talk about 
what we want the Senators to vote on, 
we have to remember what our mission 
is. I believe the mission of the VA-HUD 
bill is to honor the old century, make 
sure we deal with the ravages and prob-
lems of the old century, and continue 
to position our country and our people 
for the new century. 

This takes me, then, to some of the 
specifics of the bill. I really thank Sen-
ator KIT BOND, the chairman of the 
subcommittee, and his staff, for all of 
the collegial consultation we had dur-
ing the preparation of this bill. 

I say to my colleague from Missouri 
and to all Senators listening, that we 
know this is not a perfect bill, but it is 
a very good bill. We had the will but we 
did not have the wallet to be able to do 
what we wanted to do for the various 
agencies and programs. Hopefully, as 
we move through conference and as the 
issues around spending caps are re-
solved, new opportunities might occur 
that would allow us to meet funding 
levels that we think are appropriate. 
This bill is a work in progress, but the 
bill we bring here today is one that I 
feel satisfied to bring to the Senate. 

A special thanks to Senators STE-
VENS and BYRD, who really foraged to 
find another $7.2 billion in budget au-
thority and another $5 billion in out-
lays to be able to move this bill, with 
bipartisan support, to the Senate floor 
today. 

The timing of this bill is noteworthy. 
Right now, a significant approach that 
we have with this bill is to make sure 
we fund the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Program. From Maine to 
Florida, and particularly with key resi-
dents in North Carolina, New Jersey, 
and in my own State of Maryland, we 
worry right now about the ravages of 
Hurricane Floyd. But in this bill, we 
continue our commitment to FEMA, 
and we include an additional $300 mil-
lion for disaster relief funding. This 
means that FEMA is ready to help 
those communities recover from this 
devastating storm. Should the adminis-
tration request additional funding for 
disaster relief, we will also be ready. 

Let’s go to VA. First of all, our obli-
gation to our veterans is this: promises 
made need to be promises kept. What 
does the American veterans commu-

nity want? They want to make sure 
that for the older veteran and the Viet-
nam and Korean war veteran, we con-
tinue to provide them with quality 
health care. But we need to make sure 
that VA, as it always has, continues to 
be a door of opportunity, particularly 
through the GI bill, for home owner-
ship and education. I would hope that 
one day the VA benefit would be a tool 
for lifetime learning and the subject of 
a new century discussion. 

We have increased funding for VA by 
over $1 billion to a total of $18 billion 
for veterans’ health care. This was 
really the recommended level that 
came from the Government Accounting 
Office. We know that the VA medical 
care could always be funded addition-
ally, but right now that is what we 
bring, and we are now looking at an 
amendment with proper other re-
sources to fund it. 

Also, another significant part of the 
VA budget is that we maintain the 
funding for VA medical research at $316 
million. The Veterans’ Administration 
continues to play a very important role 
in medical research for the special 
needs of our veterans, including areas 
such as geriatrics, Alzheimer’s, Parkin-
son’s, and orthopedic research. The 
benefits of VA medical research are not 
limited to veterans. The entire Nation 
benefits because of VA medical re-
search. 

We continue to provide funding to 
treat something called Hepatitis C, a 
growing problem among the veteran 
population, particularly our Vietnam 
vets. We want to be sure that we help 
them with their problem and also do 
all we can to ensure that it is not 
spread in the wider population. 

In addition, we have increased the 
funding for State veterans homes by 
$50 million over the President’s request 
to $90 million. This is the same as last 
year. Why are the State homes so im-
portant? We know that long-term care 
is a growing issue, particularly with 
our World War II vets and our Korean 
vets. We believe in Federal and State 
partnerships. 

No one jurisdiction of Government 
can carry the burden of long-term care 
by itself; and therefore, the additional 
funding for State veterans homes en-
ables that wonderful partnership to 
occur between the Feds and the States 
and the veterans themselves. 

We also come to a discussion on 
HUD. 

The whole point of the Housing and 
Urban Development Agency is to be 
able to help communities in terms of 
being able to have economic develop-
ment and for individuals to have eco-
nomic empowerment. That is it. It is to 
fund primarily self-help initiatives or 
to reward self-help initiatives. There-
fore, what we wanted to do in HUD was 
to stay the course for the community 
development block grant money, which 
goes directly to local communities 
with local decisionmaking. With this 
funding, mayors, county executives, or 
commissioners can decide for them-

selves what the best way to revitalize 
their communities is, and not have 
cookie-cutter solutions coming out of 
Washington. 

At the same time, we wanted to be 
sure the poor have a way to a new life, 
particularly with the significant suc-
cess of our Welfare-to-Work Program. 
This is why we have a program called 
HOPE VI where we took down the high 
rises, which were ZIP Codes of poverty, 
to really create a new opportunity. We 
want to do the same thing for section 
8 so we do not continue to have the 
concentrations of poverty that we 
have. 

This year, working together with the 
authorizers, we were able to be sure 
that everyone who has a section 8 con-
tract—meaning a Government subsidy 
for housing—will continue to get their 
subsidy. This is no small matter. We 
have a lot of section 8’s that are expir-
ing. We wanted to be sure that if you 
had a section 8, and you were living in 
a neighborhood, moving from welfare 
to work, trying to get job training, you 
would not lose your subsidy. This was 
indeed a significant accomplishment in 
this bill. 

Last year, working with the author-
izers, we also added 50,000 new vouch-
ers. The administration would like to 
add 100,000 new vouchers. I personally 
would like very much to do that. But 
right now, as I said, we do not have the 
wallet. I am working with the adminis-
tration to find an appropriate offset 
not only to pay for new vouchers now, 
but to insist that anything new has to 
have a sustainable revenue stream in 
the future. This is important because 
we are concerned that though we have 
started, we want to be able to continue 
it. That is a big yellow flashing light 
for me, and we need to be aware of 
that. 

Another area that is very special to 
me is housing for the elderly. Once 
again, working on a bipartisan basis, 
we have been able to increase the fund-
ing for the elderly and disabled by $50 
million. This will be very important as 
we also look at new ways to help the 
population as they age in place. 

I am particularly appreciative of co-
operation on developing some new con-
cepts on assisted living and service co-
ordinators to help aging seniors with 
their unique housing needs. 

We also help increase the funding for 
the homeless and do other important 
things, which I want to discuss later. 

With regard to NASA, I was ex-
tremely troubled by the House version 
of the bill. I was troubled because they 
cut NASA by $1 billion. 

At the same time, I was also troubled 
that the House seemed to focus a lot of 
those cuts in my own home State. I do 
not take it personally, but it certainly 
was convenient for them, knowing I am 
the ranking member, to know that I 
would also mount a rescue mission for 
the programs in my State. 

But it is in that State that we have 
mounted the rescue missions on Hub-
bell and in other areas. I really appre-
ciate the collegial support of Senator 
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BOND to look at where we need to put 
our resources for a national purpose. 
This isn’t about Maryland. 

We have the great Federal labora-
tories in Maryland. I do not count NIH 
as only a Maryland Federal laboratory. 
It is a national Federal laboratory, and 
so is Goddard. The Goddard Space 
Flight Center is the flagship NASA 
center for Earth and science research. 
We want to make sure it continues to 
be able to do that. With the help of this 
subcommittee, we know we will con-
tinue to have those jobs. They will con-
tinue to fix Hubbell, have the next gen-
eration space telescope, and provide us 
with new opportunities in terms of pro-
tecting the environment. 

I would like to also go on to National 
Service, which is funded at $423 mil-
lion—a reduction from last year. I hope 
this funding can be increased as the 
bill moves forward. National Service 
has been a success. It has enrolled over 
100,000 volunteers in a wide array of 
community programs. 

I know the management and over-
sight is less than what is desired. I 
thank the Senator from Missouri for 
his limited patience; my patience is 
also limited. But we have to remember 
that the mission is working, even 
though the management and oversight 
could certainly be improved. 

I also want to comment on the Na-
tional Science Foundation. We are so 
proud of the National Science Founda-
tion. We really do appreciate it, and it 
is funded at $3.9 billion in the bill, 
which is an addition of $250 million. 

What is important about the Na-
tional Science Foundation is that it 
was created to respond to be sure that 
America did not fall behind Russia in 
science and technology. America con-
tinues to lead the world in science and 
technology, particularly in informa-
tion technology that has revolution-
ized the world. This is truly the infor-
mation age. I appreciate the fact that, 
working together, we have increased 
the funding, particularly in those areas 
that will enhance research and develop-
ment in the field of information tech-
nology. 

Let me conclude by saying that I will 
talk more about this bill as we go on. 
That is the thumbnail sketch. But I do 
want to just say a couple more things 
in closing about this bill. 

First of all, I am very appreciative 
that we have had the bipartisan sup-
port to continue the funding for the 
Chesapeake Bay Research Program. 
This was started by my very dear pred-
ecessor Senator Mac Mathias, and we 
all worked together on it. In fact, I was 
in the House when he started it. 

But we had the support of four Presi-
dents: Jimmy Carter, Ronald Reagan, 
George Bush, and Bill Clinton. That is 
exactly what we need—bipartisan sup-
port to come up with solutions. 

But the other thing I am really proud 
of in this bill is how we help our coun-
try continue to cross the digital divide. 
Bill Gates says we are at the digital di-
vide. We will either be on one side or 

the other—whether you are a nation, 
whether you are a community, or 
whether you are a citizen. 

I want to be one of the Senators who 
helps America and all of its citizens, 
particularly paying attention to rural 
communities and constituencies that 
have been left out and left behind, 
cross that digital divide. 

In this bill we are doing it. Our fund-
ing for NASA helps us do this. The 
funding we have for the National 
Science Foundation puts the money in 
the Federal checkbook to make sure 
that we come up with the new ideas for 
the new products that will be part of 
continuing to cross the digital divide. 

The Senate knows that one of my 
greatest passions in public life is to en-
able the poor to move out of poverty 
and into self-sufficiency. In this bill, 
through HUD, we fund something 
called the Neighborhood Networks Ini-
tiative—it has already been in oper-
ation; 500 residential computing cen-
ters have been established. These 
Neighborhoods Networks bring to-
gether local businesses, community or-
ganizations, and other partners. Right 
this minute in public housing, where 
we want to make sure people move 
from welfare to work and children have 
opportunities for a different way of 
life, we are creating little e-villages. In 
these communities, if you work hard, 
through either structured school ac-
tivities or daytime use for adults, you 
can learn to use the computers. This 
newfound computer knowledge will 
help residents find good jobs at living 
wages well into the future. 

Again, there are many things I could 
say about this bill and I will say them 
as we move along. I think we have a 
very good bill. We are working very 
closely with Senator BOND, with the 
leadership of our two parties in the 
Senate and with our administration. 
Hopefully, we will pass this bill some-
time today, move to conference, and 
then move forward with the bridge 
from the old century to the new cen-
tury. 

Mr. President, I believe the VA/HUD 
bill is about four things: meeting our 
obligations to our veterans; serving our 
core constituencies; creating real op-
portunities for people, and advancing 
science and technology. 

The VA/HUD bill takes care of na-
tional interests and national needs. 
This has been a tough year for the VA– 
HUD Subcommittee. Due to the budget 
caps, our original 602(b) allocation was 
billions of dollars below what we need-
ed. Senator BOND and I agreed that we 
would not move a bill until we had a 
sufficient allocation. But thanks to 
Senators STEVENS and BYRD, we now 
have an additional $7.2 billion in dis-
cretionary budget authority and nearly 
$5 billion in outlays. This has allowed 
us to move this bill with bipartisan 
support to the Senate floor today. 

Mr. President, the timing of this bill 
is noteworthy. Just last week, resi-
dents along the Eastern U.S. experi-
enced the wrath of Hurricane Floyd. 

Everyone from Maine to Florida was 
affected by this storm, including my 
own State of Maryland. Many people, 
including the residents of North Caro-
lina and New Jersey, are still without 
power and flooded from their homes. 

Mr. President, the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency has $1 bil-
lion in the disaster relief fund to help 
state and local governments recover 
from this storm. The bill we present to 
the Senate today includes an addi-
tional $300 million for the disaster re-
lief fund. That means FEMA is ready 
to help those communities recover 
from this devastating storm. Should 
the administration request additional 
funding for disaster relief, we will pro-
vide whatever is necessary to help 
those in need. 

Mr. President, our first obligation is 
to keep the promises we have made to 
our Nation’s veterans. I am proud to 
say that in this bill, we have kept 
those promises to the veterans and the 
VA employees. I am proud of the men 
and women who serve our veterans. 
From the in-patient hospitals to the 
out-patient clinics, the employees of 
the VA work long hours and sometimes 
under difficult conditions. We have in-
creased funding for veterans healthcare 
by $1.1 billion over the President’s re-
quest to a total of $18.4 billion for vet-
erans healthcare. Some have argued 
that we should spend more on veterans 
healthcare. I consider the $18.4 billion 
we have provided in this bill to be a 
funding floor, rather than a funding 
ceiling. The General Accounting Office 
generally agreed with this approach as 
a starting point. 

In a recent analysis of the VA 
healthcare budget for our sub-
committee, the GAO concluded that a 
$1.1 billion increase over the Presi-
dent’s request should be sufficient—as-
suming the VA’s cost cutting program 
is successful. Nonetheless, I will con-
tinue to work with my colleagues to 
ensure VA has more than sufficient 
funding for our veterans healthcare 
needs. In addition, we have maintained 
funding for VA medical research at $316 
million, the same as fiscal year 1999. 

The VA plays a very important role 
in medical research for the special 
needs of our veterans such as geri-
atrics, Alzheimers, Parkinson’s, and 
orthopedic research. The benefits of VA 
medical research are not limited to 
veterans. The entire nation benefits 
from VA medical research—particu-
larly as our population continues to 
age. We also provide full funding to 
treat Hepatitis C, a growing problem 
among the veterans population, par-
ticularly for our Vietnam veterans. 

We have increased funding for the 
State veterans homes by $50 million 
over the President’s request to $90 mil-
lion, the same as last year. The State 
homes serve as our long term care and 
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rehabilitation facilities for our vet-
erans. They represents a uniquely suc-
cessful partnership between the Fed-
eral and State governments. By in-
creasing funding in this area, we keep-
ing our promises to our veterans and 
meeting a compelling human need. 

We have also made sure that we take 
care of our working families—by fund-
ing housing programs that millions de-
pend upon. Our bill provides $10.8 bil-
lion to renew all existing section 8 
housing vouchers. That means those 
who have vouchers, will continue to re-
ceive them. Unfortunately, we were un-
able to provide additional funding to 
add 100,000 new vouchers at this time. 
We simply could not find an additional 
$600 million in budget authority to 
cover the cost of 100,000 new vouchers. 
Many of my colleagues will remember 
that we added 50,000 new vouchers last 
year. But a tight allocation simply did 
not give us enough room to add more 
vouchers at this time. We maintained 
level funding for other critical core 
HUD programs. 

Funding for housing for the elderly 
has been increased over last year. 
Funding for the elderly and disabled is 
$904 million, a $50 million increase over 
last year. We have including additional 
funding for assisted living and service 
coordinators within the section 202 pro-
gram. This has always been a top pri-
ority of mine and Senator BOND. We 
will always make sure that the housing 
needs of our elderly are met. We also 
must recognize that the housing needs 
of the elderly are changing—the elder-
ly are aging in place. That’s why we in-
cluded additional funding for assisted 
living and service coordinators to help 
our aging seniors with their unique 
housing needs. 

Homeless assistance grants are fund-
ed at the Presidents’s request. In a 
time of prosperity, we will not forget 
those who are truly in need. In addi-
tion, we have funded drug elimination 
grants and Youthbuild at least year’s 
level. 

The Community Development Block 
Grant Program is funded at $4.8 billion. 
This is an increase of $50 million from 
last year and $25 million over the 
President’s request. The CDBG pro-
gram has been a very successful pro-
gram targeting federal funds for eco-
nomic development—with local con-
trol. In addition, I have included report 
language that directs HUD to continue 
its efforts to bridge the information 
technology gap in communities 
through its ‘‘Neighborhood Networks 
Initiative.’’ The Neighborhood Net-
works Initiative brings computers and 
internet access to HUD assisted hous-
ing projects in low income commu-
nities. This will help us to ensure that 
every American has the ability to cross 
what Bill Gates has called the ‘‘digital 
divide.’’ 

With regard to NASA funding, I was 
extremely troubled by the House 
version of the bill. The House bill in-
cluded devastating funding cuts to 
America’s space agency. The Goddard 

Space Flight Center in my home state 
of Maryland, and the Wallops Flight 
Facility on Virginia’s Eastern Shore 
both took a significant hit in the 
House bill. The House funding levels 
would mean the loss of over 2,000 jobs 
at Goddard and Wallops. The bill before 
the Senate today will save 2000 jobs at 
Goddard and Wallops. 

NASA if fully funding in this bill, at 
$13.5 billion, which is the President’s 
request. Funding for shuttle, space sta-
tion, and the critical science programs 
are funded at the President’s request. 
This will allow us to maintain this 
country’s or science and technology 
leadership and reflects the Senate’s 
commitment to science and technology 
as we enter the next millennium. 

National Service is funded at $423 
million, a slight reduction from last 
year. I hope this funding can be in-
creased as the bill moves forward. Na-
tional Service has been a success, en-
rolling over 100,000 volunteers in a wide 
array of community services. 

With regard to the EPA, the sub-
committee has provided $7.3 billion in 
total funding, an increase of $115 mil-
lion over the President’s request. The 
subcommittee has increased funding 
for most of EPA’s major environmental 
programs: the bill provides $825 million 
for the drinking water state revolving 
fund; and $1.3 billion for the clean 
water revolving fund. Taking care of 
local communities infrastructure needs 
has always been a priority for this 
committee. 

Superfund is funded at $1.4 billion, 
down slightly from last year, but 
brownfields is funded at $90 million, 
the same as last year. I know there is 
some concern over EPA’s salary and 
expense account, and I hope we can ad-
dress these concerns as the bill moves 
forward. 

The subcommittee has also provided 
funding at or above the President’s 
budget request for important FEMA 
programs: Emergency Management and 
Planning, Anti-Terrorism Programs, 
and the Disaster Fund. We will await 
any further administration request for 
disaster assistance in light of Hurri-
cane Floyd. 

The National Science Foundation is 
funded at $3.9 billion, which is $250 mil-
lion more than fiscal year 1999. This 
funding level will allow us to make 
critical investments in science and 
technology into the next century. The 
funding increases for NSF is an impor-
tant step for maintaining our science 
and technology base. 

With regard to the Selective Service, 
we have restored funding for Selective 
Service at the President’s request. The 
House eliminated funding for the Se-
lective Service. 

Mr. President, I recognize that there 
may be certain provisions that mem-
bers may disagree with or oppose. I ac-
knowledge the validity of their con-
cerns, but I hope we can move the bill 
forward and resolve these differences 
along the way. I believe the VA/HUD 
bill that we present to the Senate 

today, keeps the promises to our vet-
erans, helps our core constituencies, 
creates real opportunities and makes 
investments in science and technology. 
I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think we 
have seen the legislative equivalent of 
Newton’s second law: For every action, 
there is a necessary reaction. When our 
colleagues in the House cut the earth 
sciences program, it was predictable 
that with the leadership of Senator MI-
KULSKI, that money would be restored. 
The law works, and I commend Senator 
MIKULSKI for being a very effective and 
persuasive advocate for earth science. 

I am prepared to offer a committee 
leadership amendment, but the distin-
guished chairman of the authorizing 
committee for housing has other com-
mitments, and I now defer to him to 
make a statement on the bill, after 
which I expect the leaders of the com-
mittee to join us in offering an impor-
tant committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the chairman 
for granting me time to make a few 
comments on the bill. As the relatively 
new chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Transportation of the 
Banking Committee, I view my rela-
tionship with the authorizing com-
mittee as a very good relationship, and 
I know the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee has made sure there 
have been staff at our hearings. I really 
do appreciate that. I have made a very 
special effort to make sure I have staff 
at his hearings, not only his hearings 
but hearings on the House side. I come 
to my new responsibilities as chairman 
of the Subcommittee on HUD to look 
for change. I think change needs to 
occur in that agency. I think working 
together in a bipartisan manner, as 
well as working between authorization 
and appropriations, is the way to bring 
about that change. 

Mr. President, I thank Senator BOND 
for giving me the opportunity to make 
a statement on the VA-HUD Appropria-
tions bill. 

I appreciate this chance to share my 
thoughts as chairman of the author-
izing subcommittee for the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with Senator BOND in our joint effort 
to closely monitor and improve the op-
erations of HUD. 

This is particularly important when 
we are dealing with a Federal agency 
that has repeatedly been designated 
‘‘high risk’’ by the General Accounting 
Office. The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development is the only cabinet 
level agency that is ‘‘high risk.’’ This 
means that the management defi-
ciencies of the Department pose a sig-
nificant risk to both taxpayers and the 
individuals served by HUD programs. 

The GAO is not alone in its assess-
ment of HUD. The Department’s own 
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inspector general has repeatedly re-
ported on management deficiencies at 
HUD. There are two positive provisions 
in this bill concerning the General Ac-
counting Office and the inspector gen-
eral and I want to commend the chair-
man for including them. The first re-
quires the GAO to certify quarterly on 
the cost of time attributable to the 
failure of HUD to cooperate with any 
GAO investigation and to reimburse 
GAO for these costs. 

The General Accounting Office is the 
investigative arm of the Congress, and 
we expect HUD and other agencies to 
cooperate fully in the investigations 
that the Congress requests. The second 
provision is an increase in funding for 
the Office of Inspector General. The IG 
is an independent voice within HUD. 
The present IG is a tremendous watch-
dog over HUD programs and a valuable 
resource to the Congress and to the 
taxpayers. This is clearly an agency 
that needs a strong and well funded in-
spector general’s office. 

Let me comment on several other im-
portant provisions in the bill. The first 
terminates a portion of the Community 
Builders program. In my view, the 
Community Builders program is a 
misallocation of the Department’s re-
sources. Nearly 10 percent of the De-
partment’s personnel are now Commu-
nity Builders. As best we can tell these 
positions are largely public relations 
positions. The Community Builders are 
among the highest paid employees at 
HUD, with the program consuming a 
disproportionate share of travel and 
training resources. 

At a time when HUD is considered 
‘‘high risk’’ the focus should not be on 
public relations, it should be on ensur-
ing adequate personnel to police HUD 
programs. As a result of our concerns 
with the Community Builders program, 
the Housing Subcommittee will hold an 
oversight hearing of this program in 
early October. The hearing will focus 
on the upcoming inspector general’s 
audit of the program and the views of 
career HUD employees on the merits of 
the program. 

I also want to comment on the sec-
tion 8 ‘‘opt-out’’ issue. This legislation 
once again grants HUD the authority 
to renegotiate section 8 contracts and 
where necessary adjust the contracts 
up to market rents. This is essentially 
the same authority given to HUD 2 
years ago. Earlier this year, the Hous-
ing Subcommittee held a hearing on 
this very issue. We found that HUD has 
moved very slowly in utilizing this au-
thority. Hopefully, the language in this 
bill will once again make clear that 
HUD has the authority to work with 
section 8 owners who want to remain in 
the program and adjust the contracts 
to the local market rents. 

Finally, I want to reiterate a point 
made by the Appropriations Committee 
in the committee report regarding un-
authorized programs. This year HUD 
requested funding for a number of new 
programs that have never been author-
ized by the Congress. The GAO identi-

fied 19 new programs with total fund-
ing of over $700 million. The adminis-
tration continues to propose funding 
for new programs that have little or no 
relationship to affordable housing. This 
diverts precious resources from those 
most in need. If the administration 
wants new programs, it should make 
its case before the authorizing com-
mittee, not the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and I appreciate Senator 
BOND’s recognitiion of this fact. 

In recent years the Congress has en-
acted a great deal of housing legisla-
tion—including both a major restruc-
turing of public housing and the sec-
tion 8 program. It has been my view 
that the Congress should refrain from 
passing more housing laws until we can 
determine whether the laws that we 
have already passed are being properly 
implemented and whether the Depart-
ment is being properly managed. 

Mr. President, I thank my col-
leagues. In closing, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
an outline of some of the findings from 
the oversight hearings conducted by 
the Senate Housing and Transportation 
Subcommittee this year. 

There being no objection, the outline 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
1999 OVERSIGHT FINDINGS OF THE SENATE SUB-

COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND TRANSPOR-
TATION 
The Subcommittee’s first hearing of the 

year explored the fact that the General Ac-
counting Office once again determined in 
1999 that HUD is a ‘‘high risk’’ agency. The 
‘‘high risk’’ designation means that HUD’s 
programs and management systems are fail-
ing to adequately carry out the Depart-
ment’s mission and that there is significant 
risk to taxpayer dollars. The GAO has placed 
HUD on the ‘‘high risk’’ list since 1994 and it 
is presently the only full Cabinet level agen-
cy on the ‘‘high risk’’ list. The Sub-
committee found that the HUD Inspector 
General shares the GAO view that HUD is 
‘‘high risk.’’ The IG has issued a number of 
reports that are highly critical of HUD man-
agement. The IG has alleged that she has 
been the victim of continued efforts by HUD 
management to undermine her office and au-
thority. The GAO is currently investigating 
allegations of efforts to undermine the IG 
and the Subcommittee will continue to ex-
plore this topic. 

The Subcommittee conducted a hearing to 
explore in detail HUD’s grants management 
system. This is one example of HUD’s alleged 
mismanagement. This computerized system 
(IDIS) is supposed to track the expenditure 
of $6 billion of HUD grants each year. These 
are grants distributed to cities and states 
through the Community Development Block 
Grant program and similar programs. Unfor-
tunately, the Subcommittee heard testi-
mony from GAO and several local govern-
ment officials that the IDIS computer sys-
tem does not work. The system uses out-
dated and cumbersome computer technology 
and at this point cannot be used to effec-
tively monitor the performance of commu-
nities receiving HUD grants. 

The Federal Housing Administration is an 
important part of HUD, and the Sub-
committee finds that it is critical that the 
Congress keep a close eye on the solvency of 
the FHA fund. The FHA provides a federal 
insurance guarantee on hundreds of billions 
of dollars worth of housing. The Sub-

committee conducted a hearing to review 
the rise in the level of delinquency on FHA 
insured loan payments. This is of particular 
concern at a time when the economy is so 
healthy, and at a time when the delinquency 
rate on non-FHA insured loans is not rising. 
Recently, it was announced that the delin-
quency rate on adjustable rate mortgages is 
now 10 percent, an historic high. 

The Subcommittee conducted a hearing on 
the Low Income Housing Tax Credit and how 
it is utilized to develop affordable housing in 
a number of states. This program appears to 
be successful in developing affordable hous-
ing. The program is strong because it 
leverages tax credits to involve the private 
sector in the development of affordable hous-
ing. The program is administered by the 
states (which allocate the credits) and has 
little to do with HUD. 

The Subcommittee conducted two hearings 
concerning the Section 8 program. The Sub-
committee found that HUD has been particu-
larly slow in dealing with the Section 8 opt- 
out crisis. Section 8 property owners are de-
velopers who have entered in to 20 year con-
tracts with HUD to provide affordable hous-
ing. At the end of the contract term, these 
owners may opt-out of the system and take 
their properties to the private market. Many 
property owners are exercising this option 
and many more contracts will come up for 
renewal in the next several years. In an at-
tempt to keep owners in the program, Con-
gress granted HUD the authority to mark up 
Section 8 rents in areas where the contracts 
were clearly below market. HUD was given 
this authority in the Fall of 1998 and is just 
now issuing the notice to field staff that will 
implement the program (nearly two years 
after the authority is granted). HUD has re-
sponded slowly to the crisis and as a result 
many properties may be lost to the Section 
8 program. The Subcommittee’s second hear-
ing addressed the Section 8 mark-to-market 
program enacted by Congress nearly two 
years ago. The legislation enacted made 
clear that HUD was to give state housing fi-
nance authorities priority in the restruc-
turing of Section 8 contracts in their states. 
While some progress has been made in sign-
ing up the states, much more needs to be 
done. HUD must resist the temptation to 
continue federal control of the restructuring 
where states are willing and able to do the 
job. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, that 
concludes my comments. I thank the 
chairman, again, for working with my 
committee. I look forward to a very 
positive relationship with him in the 
future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Colorado. His active in-
volvement, through his committee and 
with his staff in helping us deal with 
these problems, has been of significant 
benefit. We truly appreciate the close 
working relationship we have with 
members on both sides of the author-
izing committee. As I indicated before, 
this is a very difficult set of questions 
that deal with HUD. They do involve 
and require the participation and guid-
ance of the authorizing committee. We 
are most grateful to the Senator from 
Colorado for all his assistance. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1744 

(Purpose: To provide an additional 
$600,000,000 for the Veterans Health Admin-
istration for medical care and to designate 
such amount as an emergency require-
ment) 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 
Mr. BYRD, for himself, Mr. BOND, Mr. DOMEN-
ICI, Mr. STEVENS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, and Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1744. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 7, beginning on line 23, strike 

‘‘$18,406,000,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘Provided,’’ and insert ‘‘$19,006,000,000, plus 
reimbursements: Provided, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, 
$600,000,000 is designated by Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and 
shall be available only to the extent that an 
official budget request that includes designa-
tion of the entire amount of the request as 
an emergency requirement (as defined in the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985) is transmitted by the 
President to Congress: Provided further,’’. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to offer this amendment with 
the leadership of the committee on 
both sides. Senator MIKULSKI and I are 
very pleased to have the support of 
Senator STEVENS, Senator BYRD, and 
also chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI, to add $600 
million for VA medical care. In addi-
tion to the committee-reported bill, 
there will be a total of $1.7 billion 
above the President’s request for vet-
erans’ health care; in other words, $19 
billion for veterans’ health. 

These funds will enable VA to ensure 
full care to all 3.5 million veterans 
being currently cared for by the VA. 
They will also allow VA to provide care 
to thousands of additional veterans, 
significantly reduce waiting times for 
appointments, and initiate new activi-
ties to improve veterans’ health. They 
will also enable the VA, upon enact-
ment of authorizing legislation, to fund 
emergency care treatment in non-VA 
facilities for veterans. We do need au-
thorizing assistance for that. 

According to the GAO, there are still 
many opportunities to make VA health 
care more cost effective. These include 
improved procurement practices, con-
solidation of certain services, elimi-
nating excess management layers and 
administration, and shifting more care 
to outpatient settings. We cannot af-
ford to maintain the status quo at the 
VA. The GAO recently testified that 

the VA is wasting $1 million a day on 
operations and maintenance of build-
ings and monuments that could better 
be used on health care for veterans, 
and 25 percent of the medical care 
budget is spent on maintaining VA in-
frastructure, including 4,700 buildings 
on 22,000 acres. 

The VA has been moving to commu-
nity-based care, outpatient-based care. 
That has been dictated by the needs of 
the veterans. We are in a position 
where we must provide the care the 
veterans need. We have to support the 
VA in restructuring the entire system, 
consistent with the health care needs 
of veterans, rather than devoting our-
selves to maintaining buildings in the 
old regime. Monuments are not what 
the veterans need in health care; they 
need good health care. 

Not only is it the trend in general 
medicine outpatient-based care, but 
the veterans population is declining. 
The VA projects a 36-percent decline by 
2020. By adding funds to the VA’s budg-
et, we in no way suggest that the VA 
has done all it can to improve its use of 
health care dollars. 

I have been and continue to be a very 
strong supporter of VA transformation. 
When the Veterans’ Administration 
started the process, one of the first sur-
gical centers they shut down was in my 
State. It was tough to explain, but it 
is, I believe, clear that the veterans get 
better care when we have appropriate 
facilities—not keeping open a surgical 
center, for example, where they do not 
perform enough surgeries to maintain 
the proficiency they need to provide 
top-quality care. The funds we are add-
ing today are for veterans’ health, not 
maintaining buildings, not maintain-
ing excessive management layers. 

Over the past 5 years, the VA has 
made dramatic and much-needed 
changes. We congratulate them on 
these difficult processes. We want to 
work with them and continue to assure 
sound oversight. The system has begun 
a major transformation that has re-
sulted in more of VA’s appropriations 
going to health care. Today, VA is 
serving more veterans and the quality 
of care has improved. In the past 3 
years, VA has served an additional one- 
half million veterans, in part by open-
ing almost 200 new community-based 
clinics. 

It is my strong hope that the trans-
formation will continue to go forward 
and additional funds will improve the 
quality of VA health care. I might note 
that Senator GRASSLEY has asked to be 
a cosponsor of this amendment. 

I yield to the Senator from Mary-
land. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the chair-
man. I note that Senator BINGAMAN 
also wants to be added as a cosponsor 
of the pending veterans amendment. 

I am pleased to join with several of 
my colleagues to cosponsor this 
amendment to increase funding for VA 
medical care by $600 million. I appre-
ciate especially Senator BYRD’s contin-
ued, steadfast support for our veterans. 

We could not be offering this amend-
ment without Senator BYRD and Sen-
ator STEVENS. Earlier, I talked about 
how pleased I was with the bill—prom-
ises made, promises kept. But we want-
ed to do more. We had the will, but we 
didn’t have the wallet. This is exactly 
an example of what I was talking 
about. We had the will to be able to 
provide a safety net for veterans’ med-
ical health care. 

We know that the cost of health care 
continues to be rising. We know that 
the discussion on how to reform Medi-
care is a work in progress within this 
institution and our colleagues in the 
House. It will have a tremendous im-
pact on our veterans. We also know 
that the need for prescription medica-
tion among our veterans is escalating. 
Those wonderful breakthroughs we 
have are expensive. We want to make 
sure that if you have arthritis or if you 
are facing prostate cancer, you have 
the medical resources that are needed. 
So, yes, the amount we currently have 
in the bill meets minimum, spartan 
levels. 

This $600 million will help us tremen-
dously. It will benefit our veterans to 
assure that there will be no need to 
close VA clinics around the country. 
They will be sure that no inpatient fa-
cilities will close and ensure that vet-
erans continue to get access to the 
quality health care they deserve. 

First of all, I know that all over 
America the Veterans’ Administration 
is analyzing what they should keep 
open, what they should close, and what 
should go to part time. The fact is, we 
can’t have uncertainty. Why? We want 
continuity of care for the vets and the 
ability to retain good and excellent 
staff. If you don’t know today that 
your VA medical center might be gone 
tomorrow, those nurses, technicians, 
lab people, facility managers, who now 
have great opportunities in the private 
sector, are being attracted and re-
cruited to leave. We have to show cer-
tainty in terms of being able to provide 
care and give assurance to the per-
sonnel that we value them and we want 
to be able to fund them at the appro-
priate level. 

So I really thank Senator BYRD and 
Senator STEVENS for identifying a way 
we could assure that inpatient and out-
patient needs are met. I support this 
amendment. I am going to support it 
here and in conference. Once again, I 
thank the Chair. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

have come to the floor to make a sim-
pler amendment. It is an amendment in 
the number of dollars, $600 million, 
bringing it up to $1.7 billion, as 51 Sen-
ators agreed to earlier in a letter. But 
I have not been given a copy of the 
amendment itself. I don’t know what 
the offset is and I don’t know, there-
fore, whether the offsets affect other 
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programs within this appropriations 
matter that would be harmful. I ask ei-
ther the ranking member or the leader 
if I could have a copy of the amend-
ment so I could simply see what it 
says. The numbers we agree on, but 
where is the offset coming from, et 
cetera? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if I may 
answer my colleague, that is a good 
question. The committee leadership 
and the Budget Committee have agreed 
we should provide this as an emergency 
authorization now. The allocation will 
be handled in the conference com-
mittee. So we are asking to include 
this as an emergency. There is no off-
set in this bill. There will have to be 
funds provided in the conference. The 
House had already provided the $1.7 bil-
lion additional. They took it out of 
NASA. We are not going to take it out 
of NASA. We have the assurance of the 
bipartisan committee leadership that 
we will be able to handle this alloca-
tion in the conference. 

So the simple answer at this point is 
there is no offset. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I appreciate 
what the Senator from Missouri said. 
But I would further ask, I notice in the 
amendment it says it is an emergency 
requirement but it requires a trans-
mittal by the President to the Con-
gress, which would clearly say if the 
President doesn’t—at least I would in-
terpret it—ask for that, then it might 
not happen. Am I nit-picking at words 
or is that a fact which is of concern? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we do not 
believe that the emergency designation 
will have to be continued past the con-
ference. We believe we can deal with 
the allocation questions and provide 
additional moneys so we will be able to 
drop the emergency designation. It is 
our hope we can do so should it be nec-
essary. I believe there is sufficient bi-
partisan support in both bodies to pre-
vail upon the President should we be 
required to obtain an emergency des-
ignation. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Let me assure the Senator from West 
Virginia that this is sort of a current 
emergency in terms of the allocation 
process under 302(b). We are working 
this out. The House has the $1.7 billion. 
We believe because of the reaction 
from the veterans community we ought 
to assure that this wasn’t intentional 
all the time to meet the House level in 
the conference. But by the time this 
got to conference we believed we would 
have the 302(b) situation straightened 
out so we would know where the emer-
gency decision should be made and 
whether there would be advance appro-
priations. 

This is a temporary emergency con-
cept. We are asking the Senate to help 
us get this bill to conference with the 
emergency designation on the $600 mil-
lion, and we assure the Senate that 
this will not be an emergency coming 
out for this item unless it is absolutely 
necessary, which I don’t see right now. 

But we would like it in the bill in con-
ference. When we made the 302(b) allo-
cation to this bill by, in effect, bor-
rowing money from the Health and 
Human Services bill, we thought it was 
best to try to have some negotiating 
stance with the House on some items 
in the bill. But we never intended to 
negotiate this item. I conveyed that to 
the managers of the bill this morning 
and asked that we take this issue out 
of contingency in the conference. 

But this is the best way to do it. I 
hope the Senate will agree with us. It 
is an emergency designation that is 
necessary under the circumstances, but 
it is not a permanent emergency des-
ignation. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I appreciate 
very much and have enormous respect 
for the chairman of the full committee. 
Then it is my understanding it will 
come back after the bidding point from 
the conference. 

Mr. STEVENS. If I may respond, Mr. 
President, I have to say the managers 
of the bill wanted the $1.7 billion to 
start with. Senator BYRD wanted $1.7 
billion. As chairman I found it impos-
sible to make that allocation at the 
time. But we are saying right now it 
was always our intention to accommo-
date the decision made by the man-
agers of the bill that it should be $1.7 
billion. This $600 million will meet that 
objective, and I hope the Senate will 
adopt it as we suggested. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. And any new 
request by the President of the United 
States would not be necessary? This 
simply would be the workings of the 
Congress. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. If we 
come back to conference with an emer-
gency designation, it will be subject to 
the President’s approval. We would, in 
effect, be making a request to the 
President that it be declared an emer-
gency. I do not think this has reached 
the emergency stage. The House has it 
without an emergency, and I think we 
can accommodate that position. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am very ap-
preciative and grateful to the chairman 
of the full committee, and the ranking 
member and minority member of the 
subcommittee, for this. 

I am, therefore, very happy with the 
permission of the Chair, to add myself 
as a cosponsor to the amendment, as 
well as Senators CONRAD, AKAKA, 
KERREY, BIDEN, BINGAMAN, LEAHY, 
BOXER, HAGEL, and MURRAY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
would like to make a few comments, if 
I might, on this legislation. I cannot 
tell you how happy I am that Senator 
BOND and Senator MIKULSKI, under the 
leadership of Senator STEVENS and 
Senator BYRD, made this adjustment, 
because I came down here with a 17- 
page speech ready to raise all kinds of 
trouble. Now I don’t have to because 
the appropriators have understood very 
clearly what was wrong with the GAO 
reform which was asked for. The appro-

priators at one point asked for a GAO 
report, and we went and looked at that 
report very carefully. We tried to find 
out what we could about it. We discov-
ered the GAO report, which was recom-
mending the $600 million cut, was 
based upon the question that had been 
asked: What would happen if the vet-
erans budget was flatlined? So it 
wasn’t. Where are there efficiencies 
that can be achieved? It was the pre-
sumption that there would be the $600 
million shortfall, and, assuming that, 
how would the VA make the cuts? That 
is different than asking where might 
there be efficiencies? This was saying, 
what are you going to do, assuming 
you get this cut? 

They came back with this list based 
upon a flatlined budget. The VA man-
agers, in fact, were told to hit a dollar 
target. The simple fact is that most of 
the cuts they suggested would reduce 
access to care would reduce everything 
that is useful in the veterans budget. 

The GAO really had no basis to reach 
the conclusion they reached. They 
didn’t review any of the items on the 
list to determine what impact they 
would have on patient care—not one 
single item. It is extraordinary. You 
would assume the GAO is going to do 
that kind of thing. They simply didn’t. 
They reacted as automatons—having 
been given the figure they have to cut 
to, they would go ahead and do it. The 
cuts would have been absolutely ex-
traordinary. 

We knew Members wanted to have 
$1.7 billion added, and 51 Senators, as I 
indicated, have already gone ahead and 
proposed this. The GAO with sort of an 
ax went through what they were going 
to close: the dialysis unit in Salem, 
VA; they were going to close all in-pa-
tient beds at the Beckley, WV, hos-
pital—something those people there 
have been living in fear of for years be-
cause there have always been rumbles 
and rumors, and all of that. That was 
going to happen up until a few mo-
ments ago, until the two Senators 
made this amendment. That was going 
to happen. All in-patient care at Beck-
ley was going to be closed. That would 
be something obviously this Senator 
and others could not go ahead with. 

Salem, VA, was going to lose its 
PTSD, along with a lot of other things. 

There were going to be a lot of 
abolishments. 

All psychiatric beds in the entire 
New Jersey VA health care system 
were going to be closed. That is beyond 
my comprehension. If we have to get 
down to a certain number, we tend to 
do that kind of thing. This has nothing 
to do with a national understanding of 
how to save money when we need $3 
billion to make the health care system. 
The $1.7 billion is what I was going to 
make my amendment for; it has been 
made already, and I am happy to join 
as a cosponsor. 

I am very grateful this amendment 
was made by the two people who can do 
the most with the full committee 
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chairman answering questions and as-
serting his insistence on this. I am 
happy about that. 

I point out, in closing, it may sur-
prise some to learn that over the last 
20 years while VA health care costs 
have risen 269 percent—which is a lot— 
the comparable rise for non-VA health 
care is almost 800 percent. I think that 
is interesting for my colleagues to 
think about: a 270-percent increase in 
the VA health system for health care; 
in the non-VA health care, an 800-per-
cent increase. That says a lot about ef-
ficiencies being practiced within the 
VA system. 

I thank the Senator from Missouri 
and the Senator from Maryland, both 
stalwarts in their efforts to protect our 
veterans. I am happy to add my name 
as a cosponsor, along with a number of 
others who are going to join in my 
amendment which I now do not need to 
make. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

thank the ranking member of the vet-
erans authorizing committee for his 
support for this amendment. Most of 
all, I thank him for his advocacy. He 
has continued to speak up on what are 
the contemporary needs of the Vet-
erans’ Administration, particularly in 
health care. The Senator has been very 
clear in the need to recruit and retain 
new personnel, to move to new meth-
ods of service delivery, how we can be 
both high tech and high touch. I thank 
the Senator for his support for this 
amendment and also thank the Senator 
for his advocacy. I look forward to 
working with the Senator not only in 
moving the bill but moving our agenda 
to help veterans and doing it together. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from West Virginia for his 
strong words in support of the VA. He 
has been a champion of the veterans af-
fairs activities and his role in the au-
thorizing committee is very important. 

I have been asked by the chairman of 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Senator SPECTER, to be added as a co-
sponsor. I also ask unanimous consent 
Senator MURKOWSKI be added as a co-
sponsor. I ask consent that Senator MI-
KULSKI and I be permitted to add co-
sponsors to this amendment after it is 
adopted. We sense there is a strong 
feeling of interest and support for this 
issue. 

Before I conclude, let me say we have 
worked very closely with the General 
Accounting Office in this area. The 
GAO has been to every one of the VA’s 
22 networks over the last few years. 
They have been closely involved in the 
VA’s transformation. I strongly sup-
port continued improvements in the 
use of VA health care funds. These 
funds need to be spent on veterans’ 
care, not on monuments. 

I believe we are ready to accept this 
amendment on voice vote. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Very quickly, I 
ask to have my name included as a co-
sponsor. I say to my colleagues, I ap-
preciate this effort. I have done a lot of 
work with this around the country. I 
believe we can do better. I will have an 

amendment I will introduce shortly to 
deal with that question. 

I thank my colleague from Missouri. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a summary of the initia-
tives that GAO said would make for ef-
ficiencies. I think that ought to be in 
the RECORD. As my colleagues see these 
efficiencies, they are going to be rather 
stunned. 

Second, the head of the health part of 
the VA, Dr. Thomas Garthwaite, has 
written a letter in which he says many 
of the proposals are inconsistent with 
law and VA policies—that is, the GAO 
suggestions—and could not be imple-
mented. He said he was personally con-
cerned some would result in a negative 
impact on quality of care and level of 
services. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
both of these printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS, 

UNDER SECRETARY FOR HEALTH, 
Washington, DC, September 22, 1999. 

Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV, 
Ranking Minority Member, Senate Committee 

on Veterans’ Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: As requested 
by your staff, we have reviewed the list of ef-
ficiencies reported by GAO in their Sep-
tember 14, 1999 report on Veterans Health 
Care: Fiscal Year 2000. GAO obtained the in-
formation in their report from preliminary 
network scenarios prepared in May 1999. 
Many of these proposals are inconsistent 
with law and VA policies; therefore, could 
not be implemented. Further, I am person-
ally concerned that some would result in 
negative impact on quality of care or level of 
service. 

The list does not represent VA plans. 
Sincerely, 

M. L. MURPHY, 
(For Thomas L. Garthwaite, M.D.) 

SUMMARY OF VA MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 1 INCLUDED IN 
GAO ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL EFFICIENCY SAVINGS 

Count VISN (In thou-
sands) 

1 12 Share Transcription Srvcs/Med.Media/Elec-
tronic Library/Switchboard .......................... ($225) 

2 6 VAMC Asheville reduce Rx cost ...................... ($1,100) 
3 15 Clinical Pharmacy Savings—example 

polypharmacy .............................................. ($4,000) 
4 17 Consolidate Wards ........................................... ($748) 
5 17 Reduce usage of Medical Physician Contracts ($875) 
6 3 Eliminate lab at FDR ...................................... ($215) 
7 8 Close acute care beds .................................... ($17,500) 
8 22 Long Beach—Inc CMOP activity .................... ($1,000) 
9 11 Implement network wide Care Management 

Program ....................................................... ($1,100) 
10 17 Refer vascular, neurosurgery and neurology 

to other VAMCs ........................................... ($500) 
11 16 Blanket Purchase Agreements/Consolidated 

Contracts ..................................................... ($950) 
12 9 Improve Prescribing Patterns .......................... ($3,000) 
13 15 Consolidation of Mental Health Management ($500) 
14 17 Usage of other sources of employment (con-

tract, CWT, IT, etc.) .................................... ($1,350) 
15 6 VAMC Hampton Reduce 2 Librarians ............. ($117) 
16 12 Further Integration VAMC Chicago ................. ($3,000) 
17 9 Convert Capital Accounts to .01 .................... ($9,214) 
18 2 Commodity Standardization & Other All Other 

Cost Savings ............................................... ($600) 
19 6 Restructure Dental Services ............................ ($100) 
20 17 Establish Polypharmacy procedures ............... ($310) 
21 3 Centralize Pharmacy ........................................ ($300) 
22 9 Revise Huntington Dietetics/food prod proc-

esses/incr. prepared food use. ................... ($194) 
23 8 Inpatient to outpatient cost avoidance .......... ($5,900) 
24 14 Tele pathology/radiology—Nebraska .............. ($250) 
25 3 Reduce Radiology ............................................ ($2,237) 
26 1 Restrict Pharmacy formulary/polypharmacy ... ($1,350) 
27 9 Restructure Murfreesboro Prosthetics/Orthotic 

Service ......................................................... ($200) 
28 15 Maximize Telemedicine .................................... ($300) 
29 15 Consolidation of selected laboratory functions ($2,000) 
30 14 Adjust RN, LPN, NA mix @ Iowa City ............. ($375) 
31 2 Standardize Chemistry Equipment resulting 

in ‘‘All Other’’ cost savings ....................... ($250) 

SUMMARY OF VA MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 1 INCLUDED IN 
GAO ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL EFFICIENCY SAVINGS— 
Continued 

Count VISN (In thou-
sands) 

32 9 Close/Contract for Memphis Inpatient Neuro-
surgery ........................................................ ($1,093) 

33 6 Hampton Replace 2 Podiatrists with Fee 
Basis ........................................................... ($100) 

34 22 Loma Linda—Decrease Medical Media capa-
bilities ......................................................... ($500) 

35 6 VAMC Durham close Cardiac Cath Laboratory ($1,915) 
36 11 Close unused buildings at Battle Creek, 

NIHCS and Danville .................................... ($900) 
37 6 VAMC Hampton REDUCE 1 PATHOLOGIST ....... ($183) 
38 3 Close Int Care(Lyons) ...................................... ($7,555) 
39 6 VAMC Fayetteville Administrative staff reduc-

tions ............................................................ ($413) 
40 9 Close Leestown Division of Lexington VAMC .. ($2,500) 
41 16 Consolidation of Imaging Services ................. ($1,100) 
42 8 Convert capital to operating funds ................ ($6,273) 
43 6 VAMC Salem eliminate ENT contract .............. ($80) 
44 9 Move Veterans Community Care Center to VA 

space at Murfreesboro ................................ ($61) 
45 7 Renovation of Ambulatory Care ...................... ($235) 
46 3 Merge two Long Term Care Psych Wards ....... ($1,500) 
47 20 Equipment funding conversion ....................... ($5,000) 
48 20 Standardization ............................................... ($2,000) 
49 21 Enhance referrals of Contract Dialysis pa-

tients to community resources ................... ($587) 
50 6 VAMC Fayetteville Close Orthopedics—sur-

gery and clinic ............................................ ($300) 
51 9 Implement Centralized Controls over Fee 

Basis Expenditures ..................................... ($250) 
52 22 VISN-wide: reduce acute inpatient census ..... ($1,219) 
53 20 Consolidated Contracting ................................ ($2,000) 
54 3 Convert EMS to VI workers ............................. ($702) 
55 22 Long Beach—Ward closure ............................ ($1,250) 
56 11 Standardize and consolidate procurement of 

medical supplies ......................................... ($1,000) 
57 14 Adjust indirect/direct Fte mix @ central Iowa ($400) 
58 6 VAMC Fayetteville Close Intermediate Care 

Ward ............................................................ ($1,479) 
59 10 Administrative Program Integration between 

Medical Centers .......................................... ($3,129) 
60 4 Reduce Management Layers (Overhead) ........ ($9,000) 
61 17 Advance Tray Delivery System ........................ ($850) 
62 16 Laboratory Standardization ............................. ($1,000) 
63 17 Eliminate Intermediate Beds .......................... ($534) 
64 10 Consolidate Fee Basis Program Administra-

tion to central location ............................... ($450) 
65 6 VAMC Salem reduce Administrative Services ($530) 
66 22 Network Business Center—consolidated con-

tracting/purchasing .................................... ($3,000) 
67 3 Reduce respiratory therapist ........................... ($220) 
68 22 VISN-wide: reduce .01 expenditures on NRM 

& station projects ....................................... ($3,000) 
69 6 VAMC Salisbury convert PTSD to residential 

care ............................................................. ($600) 
70 19 Cheyenne-Denver Integration, eliminate Chey-

enne Management Triad ............................. ($350) 
71 18 VISN Contracts (bulk purchases) .................... ($1,000) 
72 1 Exchange 80% of anticipated Equipment and 

NRN funding ............................................... ($28,748) 
73 17 Reduce usage of Fee Basis Salary Account ... ($1,000) 
74 9 VISN Negotiations to Control Cost of State 

Nursing Home medications ........................ ($349) 
75 15 Tele-radiology coverage sharing ..................... ($500) 
76 18 Conversion of NRM and Equipment multi-year 

funds ........................................................... ($3,000) 
77 10 Considate Contracting Functional Responsi-

bility ............................................................ ($506) 
78 14 Pharmacy cost avoidance ............................... ($3,000) 
79 12 Expand BioMedical Equip. Risk pool (Reduce 

equip. maint. contracts) ............................. ($150) 
80 14 Consolidate Nuc Med @ Iowa City ................. ($48) 
81 9 Dietetics Efficiency Improvements at Mem-

phis ............................................................. ($577) 
82 3 Reduce ‘‘excessive’’ bed days of care ............ ($12,000) 
83 9 Adjust provider mix for more efficient ratio of 

physicians to support staff ........................ ($5,000) 
84 3 Close Med Ward .............................................. ($1,762) 
85 3 Close Medicine (Lyons) .................................... ($1,850) 
86 4 Restructure Depart. and Wrk Routines (Cont’d 

Input to Altern. Care) ................................. ($17,000) 
87 6 VAMC Durham close Dialysis .......................... ($1,504) 
88 18 Limit Station Level Projects ............................ ($300) 
89 3 Convert long term Psych ward to residential ($1,000) 
90 17 Eliminate Surgery Service at a tertiary care 

facility ......................................................... ($2,500) 
91 6 VAMC Durham close Emergency Room ........... ($849) 
92 3 Limit Non-Formulary request for drugs .......... ($250) 
93 1 Boston Healthcare System .............................. ($10,000) 
94 8 Energy Savings contract ................................. ($500) 
95 19 Eliminate heart transplant program (SLC) ..... ($512) 
96 3 Network-Wide Home Health Contract .............. ($500) 
97 19 Eliminate fire department—City coverage 

(Sheridan) ................................................... ($346) 
98 21 Pharmacuetical pre-buys ................................ ($1,500) 
99 7 Improve C&P Efficiencies ................................ ($500) 

100 17 Reduce the usage of temporary positions ...... ($450) 
101 17 Contract out Misc Services ............................. ($4,410) 
102 3 Close Psych Ward ............................................ ($1,500) 
103 15 Adj Staffing mix .............................................. ($2,000) 
104 22 Long Beach—Consolidate dietetics w/GLA .... ($1,500) 
105 19 Eliminate cardiothorasic surgery (SLC) .......... ($600) 
106 7 Reduction of BDOCs ........................................ ($1,441) 
107 3 Transfer Acute Psych (Lyons) to Medical 

School .......................................................... ($4,277) 
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SUMMARY OF VA MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 1 INCLUDED IN 

GAO ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL EFFICIENCY SAVINGS— 
Continued 

Count VISN (In thou-
sands) 

108 15 Energy Savings ................................................ ($100) 
109 5 Shift to Outpatient Care—hlth maint. resi-

dential care & community clinics .............. ($2,334) 
110 18 Energy Savings ................................................ ($600) 
111 9 Close Nashville Sleep Lab .............................. ($100) 
112 20 Consolidate Laboratory Services ..................... ($3,000) 
113 15 Closure of selected inpatient beds ................. ($9,000) 
114 22 VISN-wide: PACS/Teleradiology Implementa-

tion .............................................................. ($1,000) 
115 19 Title 38 Adjustment, RN staff reduced, back-

fill with LPNs .............................................. ($300) 
116 3 Reduce Station projects .................................. ($1,250) 
117 9 Reduce Huntington Research Support by Fa-

cility and Plant Management ..................... ($66) 
118 17 Eliminate Psychogeriatric Nursing Units ........ ($1,282) 
119 15 Integrate Eastern Kansas-Topeka & 

Leavernworth ............................................... ($11,000) 
120 1 Integrate Sub Region 2, White River Jct. and 

Manchester .................................................. ($2,000) 
121 11 Standardize lab Cost per test agreement 

across network ............................................ ($1,500) 
122 11 ESPC—NIHCS .................................................. ($750) 
123 16 Pharmacy Benefits Management .................... ($2,000) 
124 6 VAMC Durham reduce Clinical Service Super-

visors ........................................................... ($116) 
125 17 Close small VAMCs except for Outpatient 

Care ............................................................. ($12,745) 
126 7 Management initiatives to improve prosthetic 

services ....................................................... ($234) 
127 20 Consolidate Fee Payments/Reduce Variation 

in Payment .................................................. ($1,000) 
128 1 Ntwrk Consolidated Lab transportation con-

tract savings ............................................... ($425) 
129 10 Close 3 Wards converting to O/P P/S ............. ($3,759) 
130 11 Convert Equipment and NRM funding ............ ($20,600) 
131 7 Automation Of Pharmacy ................................ ($235) 
132 4 Implement Clinical Guidelines ........................ ($2,520) 
133 9 Integrate Murfreesboro Inpatient Surgery w/ 

Nashville ..................................................... ($2,886) 
134 22 VISN-wide: Implement posthetics service line ($1,000) 
135 2 Bio-Med Maintenance Contract Risk Pool ...... ($1,500) 
136 10 Energy Savings Performance Contract ........... ($100) 
137 6 VAMC Hampton REDUCE 2 SURGEONS ........... ($338) 
138 18 Convert MOD coverage from contract to VA 

MD (rotate coverage) .................................. ($500) 
139 17 Close psychiatry care at a tertiary care facil-

ity ................................................................ ($2,200) 
140 7 Improve Pharmacy by actively reviewing pre-

scriptions (polypharmacy) ........................... ($335) 
141 8 Advanced Food Prep ........................................ ($1,000) 
142 11 Standardize and consolidate procurement of 

prosthetic supplies ..................................... ($1,500) 
143 8 Integration opportunity (services & functions) ($2,200) 
144 20 Close Inpatient Beds (including dorm) 

through centralization of services .............. ($8,000) 
145 19 VISN 19 Network Acquisition Service Center 

(NASC)—Contract Savings ......................... ($3,750) 
146 14 A–76 Knoxville laundry .................................... ($500) 
147 5 Reduction in Average Length of Stay ............. ($5,090) 
148 18 Discontinue Women’s Clinic and merge with 

Primary Care ............................................... ($360) 
149 12 Implement Advance Food Prep and Delivery 

System ......................................................... ($1,200) 
150 3 Network Home Oxygen Contract ...................... ($100) 
151 3 Reduce Interior Design Budget ....................... ($300) 
152 19 Close Inpatient Beds (Cheyenne) .................... ($3,003) 
153 6 VAMC Durham close Open Heart (DRG 104– 

107) ............................................................. ($4,259) 
154 12 Maximize laundry production via reducing 

purchase of disposible items ..................... ($200) 
155 19 Eliminate admitting office, emerge room con-

tract (SLC) .................................................. ($600) 
156 6 VAMC Asheville eliminate Cancer/Oncology 

Program ....................................................... ($1,800) 
157 19 Eliminate Lab contract provide in-house 

(SOCO HCS) ................................................. ($150) 
158 22 VISN-wide: Increase Bio-med. M&R risk pool 

for equip ..................................................... ($250) 
159 1 Med/Surg Prime Vendor contract .................... ($550) 
160 8 Consolidate/streamline staffing ...................... ($4,000) 
161 6 VAMC Salisbury close Med/Surg ICU .............. ($200) 
162 9 Prosthetics Centralized Purchasing on Man-

dated Contracts .......................................... ($4,747) 
163 14 equip/nrm funding conversion ........................ ($5,053) 
164 14 (Integrate all Iowa sites .................................. ($250) 
165 3 Reduce Pathology & Lab ................................. ($4,541) 
166 9 Restructure Memphis Rehabilitation Service .. ($1,705) 
167 1 Exchange CASCA Funds anticipated to be 

$8,500 ......................................................... ($8,500) 
168 16 In-house Radiation Therapy Referral .............. ($900) 
169 1 Establish Prosthetic Service Line (10% Sav-

ings) ............................................................ ($2,000) 
170 21 Consolidate wards ........................................... ($1,400) 
171 7 Reorganization ................................................. ($234) 
172 9 VISN Protocols in Management or Reproduc-

tive Care ..................................................... ($1,774) 
173 18 Consolidate services (e.g., IRM, mental 

health/primary/specialty care) .................... ($375) 
174 8 Bio Med Risk Pool ........................................... ($1,000) 
175 6 VAMC Hampton REDUCE 1 NURSE 

ANSTHETIST ................................................. ($126) 
176 8 Consolidate contracts ...................................... ($2,400) 
177 3 Close Lt Psych—NOHCS & Northport Transfer 

to HVHCS & Case Mgmt ............................. ($24,323) 
178 6 VAMC Salem eliminate Medical Media Service ($259) 
179 3 Consolidation of ICUs ..................................... ($459) 
180 17 Reduce usage of Fee Dental ........................... ($600) 
181 9 Fee out remaining Memphis BPC program .... ($478) 
182 9 Restructure Psych Pgms/Regionalize Inpa-

tient/More Community Care ........................ ($4,500) 

SUMMARY OF VA MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 1 INCLUDED IN 
GAO ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL EFFICIENCY SAVINGS— 
Continued 

Count VISN (In thou-
sands) 

183 6 VAMC Becidey close all acute care inpatient 
beds ............................................................ ($3,557) 

184 6 VAMC Salem FTSD inpatient to outpatient ..... ($268) 
185 6 VAMC Salem eliminate Cancer/Oncology ........ ($233) 
186 10 All Other costs associated with ward closures ($3,956) 
187 7 Improve Cost Efficiencies ............................... ($19,491) 
188 6 VAMC Hampton administrative efficiencies ... ($668) 
189 11 Reductions of FTEE from program realloca-

tions and integrations ................................ ($9,800) 
190 7 Renovation of NHCU Efficiencies .................... ($796) 
191 2 Change in Provider Mix RN to LPN ................. ($1,000) 
192 9 Contract Murfreesboro Fire Fighter Services to 

city of Murfreesboro .................................... ($122) 
193 9 Close/Contract for Memphis Inpatient Neu-

rology ........................................................... ($418) 
194 14 Implement multi sidebed workers—Nebraska ($50) 
195 21 Prosthetic adjustment (bring contract pros-

thetic in-house) .......................................... ($1,738) 
196 3 Re-Org SCI Program—HVHCS ........................ ($2,000) 
197 16 Conversion from IDCU to VISN-wide WAN PR ($1,100) 
198 10 Laboratory Svc. Consolidation ......................... ($1,000) 
199 14 Efficiencies in COJ—Nebraska ....................... ($150) 
200 19 Energy Savings Performance Contract (ESPC) ($75) 
201 7 Increase Occupancy Rates .............................. ($934) 
202 11 Implement Pharmacy Benefits Management 

Initiatives across network .......................... ($1,600) 
203 17 Consolidate Admin Services ............................ ($502) 
204 22 VISN-wide: Reduce utility costs, ESPC and 

deregylation ................................................. ($750) 
205 9 Integrate Nashville Inpatient Psychiatry w/ 

Murfreesboro ............................................... ($1,800) 
206 1 Convert Inpatient Psych to Outpatient Psych 

Residential Care ......................................... ($700) 
207 3 Energy Savings Contract-Bronx ...................... ($250) 
208 9 Restructure Mgn Home Substance Abuse/ 

HCMI/IPCC ................................................... ($850) 
209 9 Reorganization Mtn Home Physical Medicine 

& Rehab ...................................................... ($300) 
210 14 Integrate all Nebraska sites ........................... ($1,000) 
211 17 Close substance abuse at a tertiary care fa-

cility ............................................................ ($1,548) 
212 3 Consolidate anesthesiology leadership ........... ($234) 
213 14 Enhanced partnering—Nebraska .................... ($50) 
214 14 Adjust RN, LPN, NA mix @ Des Moines ......... ($236) 
215 8 Reduce diagnostic costs/patient .................... ($2,000) 
216 19 Convert FY9/0 to .01 funds ............................ ($3,978) 
217 9 Convert Inpataient Psych to Outpatient Psych 

Residential Care ......................................... ($5,678) 
218 15 Convert Medicine-Consolidate readings to 

VAMC St. Louis ........................................... ($500) 
219 15 Implement Business Office ............................. ($3,000) 
220 7 Improve efficiency of Coronary Care services 

within VISN ................................................. ($1,480) 
221 1 Standardized Supplies ..................................... ($2,000) 
222 7 Contract out Housekeeping Services .............. ($478) 
223 9 Improve LTC utilization/Regionalization of 

Long Term Psych ......................................... ($7,175) 
224 2 Network Pre-Authorization for Fee services/ 

Impact of CBOCs on Fee ............................ ($500) 
225 6 Convert 40% of $23.8 million in 9/0 Equip-

ment funds to .001 All Other ..................... ($9,537) 
226 5 3YR Infrastructure pgm on NRM projects re-

duced .......................................................... ($3,400) 
227 6 VAMC Salem eliminate Orthopedics contract ($200) 
228 6 Establish Prosthetic Service Line (10% Sav-

ings) ............................................................ ($500) 
229 15 Standardization of Supplies and Services ...... ($3,000) 
230 3 Network Transcription Contract ...................... ($179) 
231 3 Reduce prescription practices ........................ ($60) 
232 9 VISN Protocol in Management of Hepatitis C 

workload ...................................................... ($4,119) 
233 4 Advanced Food prep/Tray delivery Systems .... ($644) 
234 11 CMOP ............................................................... ($3,000) 
235 5 VAMC Fayetteville Discontinue contract for 

ENT services ................................................ ($30) 
236 7 Increase Mentral Health Occupancy ............... ($9,070) 
237 17 Reduce usage of Fee Medical ......................... ($600) 
238 3 Achieve svgs thru drug procurement and ex-

cessive scripts ............................................ ($9,808) 
239 15 Advance CMOP Equipment funding to be 

paid back as reduction in cost .................. ($1,000) 
240 14 Laboratory cost avoidance .............................. ($195) 
241 9 MOD for Non-Admin Hours Management 

Strategy ....................................................... ($968) 
242 6 VAMC Salem eliminate Vocational Rehab ...... ($379) 
243 11 Divest of Allen Park facility ............................ ($1,000) 
244 3 MICA to residential care ................................. ($1,000) 
245 1 Phase out Medical Surgical Beds ................... ($5,569) 
246 15 Reduction of fee basis costs due to improve-

ment mgt. of specialist time ..................... ($750) 
247 2 Increase Efficient Drug Utilization .................. ($500) 
248 6 VAMC Salem eliminate Clinical pharmacists ($292) 
249 6 Convert 50% of NRM funds to .001 All Other ($4,484) 
250 6 VAMC Durham reduce Administrative Service 

Supervisors .................................................. ($160) 
251 3 Reduce ‘‘All Other’’ costs due to efficiencies ($1,000) 
252 9 Establish Prosthetic Service Line (10% Sav-

ings) ............................................................ ($750) 
253 6 VAMC Asheville elimination Cardiac Surgery 

Program ....................................................... ($2,400) 
254 9 Improve Murfreesboro Food Production Effi-

ciency .......................................................... ($320) 
255 12 Further reduction of BDOC/1000 .................... ($13,100) 
256 6 VAMC Fayetteville Contral point reductions 

from current level ....................................... ($140) 
257 21 Fee-Basis program review and adjustment ... ($2,614) 
258 12 Outback on administrative support (research, 

education, etc.) ........................................... ($339) 
259 6 VAMC Hampton RIF (Completion of Re-orga-

nization) ...................................................... ($1,186) 

SUMMARY OF VA MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 1 INCLUDED IN 
GAO ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL EFFICIENCY SAVINGS— 
Continued 

Count VISN (In thou-
sands) 

260 9 Integrate Nashville Intermediate Medicine w/ 
Murfreesboro ............................................... ($1,200) 

261 6 VAMC Asheville consolidate laundry oper-
ations .......................................................... ($200) 

262 19 Eliminate cardiac surgery contract, perform 
in-house (Grand Function) .......................... ($400) 

263 6 Energy Savings Performance Contract—Task 
Oder #1 ....................................................... ($1,500) 

264 21 Relocation CMOP activity to less costly CMOP ($1,349) 
265 1 Transportation Service Line. (10% Savings) .. ($700) 
266 6 VAMC Fayetteville Discontinue contract for 

Dermatology services .................................. ($228) 
267 15 Expansion of Food Service and VCS integra-

tion .............................................................. ($500) 
268 3 Acute MDS ....................................................... ($700) 
269 6 Restructure Administrative Services ............... ($1,000) 
270 22 VISN-wide: reduce .01 expenditures on equip-

ment ............................................................ ($3,000) 
271 3 Establish Facility Business Offices ................ ($1,250) 
272 9 Reorganize Mtn Home Engineering Workshops ($300) 
273 18 Clinical Imprvmnts (e.g., telemedicine, dialy-

sis, home oxygen, outsource) ..................... ($250) 
274 16 Energy Savings Performance Contract ........... ($750) 
275 1 Phase out Tertiary Contract ............................ ($3,000) 

Total Savings and Reductions ........................ ($610,043) 

1 Management initiatives and dollar savings estimates are stated as in-
cluded in VA’s budget planning document entitled, ‘‘FY 2000 Financial Pro-
jection and Operating Strategies.’’ 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to co-sponsor this amendment 
to increase the appropriation for vet-
erans medical care by $600 million over 
the amount reported by the committee. 

This additional $600 million will 
bring the appropriations for veterans 
health care in both the House and the 
Senate to a total of $1.7 billion over the 
amount requested by the President. 
This increase should help stabilize vet-
erans health care services in Iowa. 

Iowa is in Network 14, which includes 
most of Nebraska, part of Illinois, and 
parts of Kansas, Missouri and Min-
nesota. Network 14 is one of those 
which has steadilly lost funding under 
the Veterans Equitable Resource Allo-
cation System, the funding system 
which, several years ago, changed the 
way VA monies are distributed around 
the country. 

In addition, as my colleagues know, 
the VA health care system, following 
developments in the rest of the na-
tion’s health care system, has been em-
phasizing care in outpatient settings 
where appropriate. In keeping with this 
policy, the network including Iowa has 
developed outpatient clinics in several 
communities around the State, as well 
as health screening activities around 
the State. 

In many respects, this shift to an 
outpatient focus is good policy. Cer-
tainly care should be given at the most 
medically appropriate level. Veterans 
can receive that care closer to home 
than might otherwise be the case if suf-
ficient community clinics can be cre-
ated. It is also probably the case that 
more veterans can be served by such an 
approach to health care services. This 
has certainly been the case in Iowa. Be-
tween 1996 and 1998 the total number of 
veterans served in Iowa has increased 
from 43,856 to 47,225, an increase of 
3,369. Veterans treated on an inpatient 
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basis declined from 7,615 to 5,204 over 
that period, but veterans treated on an 
outpatient basis increased from 36,241 
to 42,021. 

Unfortunately, the combination of 
the shift of funding away from States 
like mine to the south and southwest, 
and tight Federal budgets for veterans 
health care has resulted in a squeeze on 
the budget for Network 14. Although 
the network has been able to continue 
to serve the category 7 veterans, I reg-
ularly hear complaints about very long 
waits for service, and, occasionally, 
about episodes of poor quality service 
which seem linked to too few staff. 

I hope that this increase of $1.7 bil-
lion beyond what the President re-
quested will help ease the budget 
squeeze of Iowa and Network 14, and 
will help prevent any further deteriora-
tion in access to services for Iowa’s 
veterans. I am aware, of course, that 
the VA will be providing a 4.8 percent 
increase for VA employees, and this 
will come from the appropriation for 
VA programs. And health care costs 
continue to inflate. Nevertheless, this 
increased appropriation should help us 
in Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1744) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1747 
(Purpose: To increase the amount appro-

priated for the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs by $1,300,000,000) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues. I will send an 
amendment to the desk shortly. 

Let me speak about this amendment. 
It is on the same subject matter. My 
colleague from West Virginia did a 
good job of outlining problems with the 
flatline budget. What we have had the 
last several years is a budget that has 
led to a decline, unfortunately, in the 
quality of health care for veterans. The 
presiding Chair has been a real leader 
in this area. I think he is very familiar 
with this. 

Part of the problem is that the budg-
et not only does not deal with gaps in 
veterans’ health care, or the need to 
deal with a lot of veterans who are 
homeless—I think it is a shameful sta-
tistic when, some believe, maybe up to 
one-third of the homeless population 
are veterans—or the need not to do bet-
ter for drop-in centers for veterans as 
an alternative to institutionalized 
care. 

I say to my colleague from Maryland, 
perhaps the biggest gap is an ever- 
aging veteran population and the fact 
this carries with it very real challenges 
in delivering care to this part of the 
veteran population in a humane and 
dignified manner. 

What this amendment which I will 
send to the desk does, it is consistent 
with the veterans independent budget. 
It will call for an increase of an addi-
tional $1.3 billion. I say this to my col-
leagues: This amount of resources for 
veterans’ health care does not come 
out of thin air. This is based upon an 
independent budget which was pro-
duced by major veterans organiza-
tions—VFW, Disabled American Vet-
erans, Paralyzed Veterans, and the 
Vietnam Vets. 

What this budget does is something 
that I think is terribly important. It 
corroborates the findings of a report I 
was able to issue on the floor of the 
Senate not that long ago called 
‘‘Flatline Veterans Health Care and 
Fiscal Year 2000 Budget.’’ I sent a copy 
out to all of my colleagues. Let me 
summarize the conclusion of this re-
port. 

Without a doubt, the men and women of 
the VA health care system will continue 
their effort to provide quality health care re-
gardless of what future budgets hold. How-
ever, the majority of the 22 VA directors re-
port without a significant infusion of new 
funds, the future is one of fewer staff, offer-
ing fewer services and treating fewer vet-
erans. 

Let me be clear about what is at 
stake. I appreciate the amendment we 
just passed, but the truth of the matter 
is it does not meet the needs. I want all 
of my colleagues to understand I came 
out with this amendment with Senator 
JOHNSON and 99 Senators voted to in-
crease the amount of veterans’ re-
sources, to increase the budget, by ex-
actly this amount of money. We have 
squeezed about as much money out of 
this as we can. The VA health care sys-
tem is desperately short of resources. I 
think we absolutely have to do better. 

This amendment means the dif-
ference between an aging World War II 
veteran driving 6 hours to a hospital 
for care and the same veteran visiting 
an outpatient clinic in his own commu-
nity. The amendment could mean the 
difference between a week’s wait and 
several months for an appointment at a 
mental health clinic for veterans suf-
fering from PTSD. The amendment 
could be the difference between cost-ef-
fective and humane care instead of re-
sponding to a crisis. 

Again, I want to make this clear. My 
colleagues are on record: 99 Senators 
voted to support an extra $3 billion 
above the President’s request for the 
VA. That is exactly what this amend-
ment calls for. This was an amendment 
to the budget resolution offered by my 
friend from South Dakota, Senator 
JOHNSON. It passed the Senate 99–0 and 
raised the Senate budget to the level 
recommended by the independent budg-
et. I think it is now time to make good 
on that vote. 

Finally, let me be clear. I think there 
is a powerful claim that veterans can 
make. I say to my colleague from Mis-
souri, I will read from this study and 
what I have heard from the regional di-
rectors. It is unbelievable. They are 
making it clear with an additional $500 

million or $600 million there are still 
huge gaps. If we are really serious 
about dealing with these gaps, if we are 
really serious about adequately fund-
ing VA health care—and I think the 
veterans have a moral claim—I think 
this is a commitment we made to our 
veterans, this amendment for the addi-
tional $1.3 billion brings us to the level 
that really will deal with these glaring 
gaps. As a matter of fact, again we had 
a 99–0 vote to increase the funding to 
exactly the level called for in this 
amendment. 

I want to be clear. I have been crit-
ical of our President, Democratic 
President. I felt the flatline budget in 
the original budget proposal that came 
from the White House was no way to 
say thanks to the veterans. I have tried 
to work with colleagues on all sides of 
the aisle on this question. But in many 
ways I am on fire on this question. I 
really believe we have to live up to a 
commitment we have made. 

Let me read from a ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ 
letter that I think brings this into 
sharp focus: 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We invite you to join us 
in honoring a commitment to our Nation’s 
veterans, a commitment that we feel is being 
neglected in their time of need. We are con-
cerned that funding for the fiscal year 2000 
Department of Veterans Affairs contained in 
the fiscal year 2000 VA–HUD appropriations 
bill is inadequate in addressing the health 
care needs of our veterans’ population. 

During consideration of the budget resolu-
tion, we offered an amendment that in-
creased veterans’ health care in fiscal year 
2000 by $2 billion above the level contained in 
the budget resolution. The U.S. Senate ac-
cepted the Johnson-Wellstone amendment by 
a 99–0 vote. Many of our Nation’s veterans’ 
organizations endorsed our efforts to in-
crease veterans’ health care. 

Unfortunately, this appropriations 
bill only contains a $1.1 billion in-
crease. Now we have added an addi-
tional $600 million to that, which is a 
step in the right direction. Therefore, 
we will be offering an amendment 
which would now provide for an addi-
tional $1.3 billion to make the total in-
crease for veterans’ health care up by 
$3 billion. 

The VA budget has been flatlined for the 
past 3 years and this catchup effort is badly 
needed. 

Mr. President, I want to marshal the 
evidence why I believe it is critically 
important my colleagues support this 
amendment. On June 15, 1999, I sent a 
letter to 22 of the veterans integrated 
service networks—that is what we 
mean when we are talking about the 
VISNs—asking them for data as to 
what they were dealing with, what 
were the effects of flatline funding. 
Each director was asked to provide spe-
cific information about the impact on 
veterans’ health care of the Clinton ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 2000 proposal 
and possible congressional appropria-
tions levels. 

By July 12, it was amazing. All 22 di-
rectors had provided a response to my 
office. I want to summarize some of 
what they had to say. 
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By the way, some of what they have 

said, some of the data, is deeply trou-
bling. They made it clear that then- 
Under Secretary for Health Kenneth 
Kaiser’s words in an internal memo 
earlier this year, that the President’s 
proposed budget posed ‘‘very serious fi-
nancial challenges,’’ was no exaggera-
tion. 

We have made some improvement 
with this amendment that Senator 
BOND has introduced. But let me go on 
with the amendment I have introduced, 
which my colleague from New Hamp-
shire, Senator SMITH, also wants to co-
sponsor. I ask unanimous consent he be 
included as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 20 
of these VISNs would have funding 
shortfalls under the Clinton budget. 
Twenty out of 22 VISNs reported that 
the Clinton administration’s fiscal 
year 2000 budget would result in a 
shortfall of funds necessary to provide 
either current services or current serv-
ices combined with new mandates and 
demands. 

As many as 10,000 employees would 
be cut under the Clinton budget. Nine-
teen of the 22 VISNs indicated that 
staff reductions would be necessary 
under this budget. Altogether, the 
VISNs reported that staffing levels 
would have to be reduced by as many 
as 10,000 employees through a combina-
tion of attrition, furloughs, buyouts, 
and reductions. 

Ten of these would reduce patient 
workload under the President’s budget; 
71,000—and then I will get to my col-
league’s improvement to talk about 
why I think it is an improvement but 
falls short of what we should be doing— 
71,129 fewer veterans would be served 
under this budget. 

Let me go to the negative impact of 
the Clinton budget, plus the additional 
$500 or $600 million that we have here. 

I asked them on the $500 million, the 
majority of VISNs reported on the 
budget $500 million above the Presi-
dent’s proposal. It is $500 million 
above, which is not quite the level that 
my colleague from Missouri has pro-
posed. 

Again, here is what we hear: 12 re-
ported they would experience shortfalls 
in providing services; 13 talked about 
reduced staffing; and, again, 38,000 
fewer veterans would be served. And 
over and over and over again what I 
heard from these directors, which re-
flected the independent budget report 
by these veterans organizations, is: 
Senators, if you want to honor your 
commitment to veterans, if you want 
to say thanks to us, then you have to 
recognize the impact, the dramatic 
negative impact of these flatline budg-
ets. 

I say to my colleagues on the floor, I 
am being scrupulously, if you will, non-
partisan in my critique. The Presi-
dent’s budget was woefully inadequate. 
But what these veterans organizations 
did, since we have been saying to them 

for years, ‘‘Stop being so negative; tell 
us what you need,’’ is they got together 
in an excellent coalition effort. They 
put together this independent budget, 
and they talked about what we would 
need to do to help an increasingly 
aging population, what we would need 
to do to make sure we had adequate 
staff, what we would need to do to 
make sure that staff wasn’t doubling 
up on hours, what we would need to do 
to make sure there were not longer 
waiting lines, what we would need to 
do to get more community-based care 
not only to elderly veterans but to vet-
erans who are struggling with 
posttraumatic stress syndrome—what 
we would need to do to honor our com-
mitment. 

This amendment by our colleague is 
a step in the right direction. It is what 
the House has called for, but it is not 
what Disabled American Veterans, Par-
alyzed Veterans of America—let me 
simply read from this letter from PVA, 
and then I say to my colleague from 
New Hampshire, if he wants to speak 
on this amendment, I will finish up. 

DEAR SENATOR WELLSTONE, 
On behalf of the Paralyzed Veterans of 

America, I am writing to urge you to provide 
a $3 billion increase for veterans’ health 
care. The $1.7 billion increase provided by 
the House of Representatives— 

Which is now what we have here— 
is inadequate and would only serve to main-
tain the continuing deterioration in health 
care provided to veterans. The $1.1 billion in-
crease provided in the bill provided by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee does not 
even reach the level of inadequacy. 

In fact, the $1.7 billion increase rep-
resents a net increase of only $300 mil-
lion. The Administration’s budget pro-
posal not only flat-lined veterans’ 
health care for the fourth year in a row 
but called for $1.4 billion in ‘‘manage-
ment efficiencies’’—cuts in personnel 
and health care. Once these cuts are 
averted, veterans’ health care will be 
left with a $300 million net increase. If 
the increase of $1.1 billion provided in 
S. 1596 is maintained, the VA will suf-
fer a net decrease of $300 million. 

The Independent Budget identified the re-
source needs— 

This is the operative language— 
of the VA, as requiring a $3 billion increase. 
This was also the same amount identified by 
the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
in its ‘‘Views and Estimates’’ — 

That is our Senate Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs— 
which stated: 

VA requires over $3 billion in additional 
discretionary account funding in FY 00 to 
support its medical care operations. 

Mr. President, what I am simply say-
ing to my colleagues is that if, in fact, 
we have DAV and VFW and Paralyzed 
Veterans and Vietnam Veterans of 
America who do their own analysis, 
present this budget, say we need to go 
up $3 billion from the President’s re-
quest, and in addition we came out 
with an amendment, Senator JOHNSON 
and I and every colleague—99 Senators 
voted for this increase—then why in 

the world are we not going to vote for 
an appropriation of money that will, in 
fact, deal with these gaps, that will, in 
fact, make a huge difference? 

So I send my amendment to the desk, 
which would increase the amount ap-
propriated for the Veterans Health Ad-
ministration of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs by $1.3 billion. I send this 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself, Senator JOHNSON, and Senator 
SMITH. 

I see Senator JOHNSON and Senator 
SMITH on the floor. But let me just 
summarize. 

I thank my colleague from Missouri. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator would suspend, the clerk will 
report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. JOHNSON, and 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1747. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous 
consent reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 108. The amount appropriated or oth-

erwise made available by this title under the 
heading ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION’’ is hereby increased by $1,300,000,000. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I just simply say 
to my colleagues, we are on record sup-
porting this increase in funding. We 
voted for it 99–0. In addition, I have 
three pieces of evidence to support 
this. 

Our own Senate Veterans’ Committee 
said this is really what we need. That 
is what our Senate Veterans’ Com-
mittee said. I sent out, because I could 
not get a straight story from the Vet-
erans’ Administration, a survey to all 
these different VISNs, and 22 directors 
responded. They said: This is what we 
need. And they talked about staff re-
ductions and longer waiting lines and 
what they really needed. 

Finally, the veterans organizations 
themselves spent a considerable 
amount of time studying the needs of 
veterans and came up and said: Listen, 
this is the shortfall. If you really want 
to make a commitment to us, if you 
really want to deal with some of these 
deficiencies, if you really want to deal 
with some of these gaps in health care, 
if you really want to say thanks to us, 
whatever money you are going to have 
in the surplus—which will go wher-
ever—you ought to at least honor your 
commitment to us. 

That is what this amendment asks 
my colleagues to do. I hope there will 
be a strong vote for it. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, if I 
might ask my colleague a question. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota has not yielded 
the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to 
take a question. 
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Mr. JOHNSON. Yes. 
Let me say first, while I am very 

grateful for the effort that our col-
league from West Virginia and our col-
league from Missouri have undertaken 
to try to better fund the VA budget, I 
commend my colleague from Min-
nesota, Senator WELLSTONE, for clari-
fying and making it very clear that in 
fact while the budget picture is dif-
ficult—we know that—at the same 
time, if we were to fully fund every-
thing that really ought to be done, it 
would require a $3 billion infusion, 
given the 3 years of flatline budget 
that the VA health care budget is al-
ready suffering through. 

Certainly, I applaud the effort to 
bring the VA health care budget up $1.7 
billion instead of $1.1 billion. I think 
that is a very positive thing. But it 
does concern me that when we talked 
about the full $3 billion increase, we 
were talking then about the oppor-
tunity, as I understand it—if the Sen-
ator agrees with me—that that would 
have been sufficient then to fund the 
hepatitis C screenings, emergency care 
services, and 54,000 new patients in 89 
outpatient clinics around America. 
This is the kind of agenda we would 
have been able to proceed with if we 
had been able to secure the full $3 bil-
lion instead of $1.1 billion—or certainly 
$1.7 billion. 

So I applaud again my friend, Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, recognizing we 
worked together on the budget resolu-
tion earlier this year to secure House 
agreement with a $3 billion increase. 
And we have been fighting ever since to 
try to hold the number as high as we 
can get it, recognizing that when it 
comes to veterans’ health care, would 
the Senator agree with me, this ought 
to be the kind of budget priority that 
comes at the head of the line rather 
than one that we fund with whatever is 
left over after everything else has been 
concluded. 

In fact, these are the individuals who 
put their lives on the line, who dis-
rupted their families, who did their 
duty, who gave their service to our Na-
tion and made it possible for our lib-
erty to be protected, for our democracy 
to be preserved. Yet, too often, when it 
comes to living up to the obligations 
that our Government has made to the 
health care of our veterans and their 
families, we cry poverty when in fact 
virtually everything else in the budget 
has already been taken care of. 

It would seem to me that we do have 
a need to continue to put veterans’ 
health care concerns among our very 
first priorities—in fact, right up there 
with our national security funding 
itself. I think that veterans’ health 
care funding—if the Senator would 
agree with me—is part and parcel of 
our national defense strategy—at least 
it ought to be regarded in that re-
spect—because it is part of what keeps 
so many of our best and brightest 
young people interested in a military 
service career at a time when we have 
too many people leaving the military, 
where we have retention problems. 

It would seem to me that one of the 
reasons we have that problem is, we 
have too often reneged on and ne-
glected our obligations on such funda-
mental things as veterans’ health care 
and veterans’ benefits in the past. 

So again, I appreciate the effort to 
try to raise the visibility of our obliga-
tions to our veterans and to secure the 
best possible funding we can possibly 
get out of this conference report. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from South Da-
kota, first of all, I appreciate his sup-
port and his work, as I do the support 
of my colleague from New Hampshire. 

I remind my colleague from South 
Dakota that when we started out work-
ing on this and brought the amend-
ment before the Budget Committee, 
where colleagues voted to what would 
now raise this $1.3 billion above the 
amendment from my colleague from 
Missouri up to the $3 billion difference 
between what the administration had 
and what the veterans independent 
budget said we needed, we were doing 
this on the basis of just lots of meet-
ings and conversations with veterans. 

My colleague gives some very good 
examples. It is not a question of polit-
ical strategy. I was very moved by this 
letter from PBA. One of the things 
they say to me and say to us, I say to 
Senator JOHNSON, is they point out 
that the VA requires this is the 
amount—this is a report from the Sen-
ate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
views and estimates. This is the sum-
mary of our own Veterans’ Committee 
of what we need. 

VA requires over $3 billion in additional 
discretionary account funding in FY 00 to 
support its medical care operations: an addi-
tional $1.26 billion to meet unanticipated 
spending requirements; an additional $853.1 
million to overcome the effects of inflation 
and ‘‘uncontrollables’’ in order that it might 
maintain current services; and at least $1 
billion— 

This is the way they break it down— 
in additional funding to better address the 
needs of an aging and increasingly female, 
veterans population. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Would the Senator 
agree, with this fiscal year ending with 
the estimated $14 billion surplus over 
and above that required for Social Se-
curity, that we ought to be able to, 
with the $14 billion surplus, find some 
additional room to address the prob-
lems of veterans’ health care? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from South Dakota that given 
the surplus and given the record eco-
nomic performance, I am in complete 
agreement with him. 

I again say to all of my colleagues, 
Democrats and Republicans—who I 
think support this and are on record 
supporting this additional invest-
ment—that we get in my office back in 
Minnesota more constituent calls from 
veterans than any other group. All too 
often these are veterans who fall be-
tween the cracks. 

I was a cosponsor of the Bond amend-
ment. I think it is a step in the right 

direction. But we are on record saying 
we know we have to do a better job. We 
have the Senate Veterans’ Committee 
on record in its own report. We have 
the veterans independent budget that 
identifies gaps in all these needs. 

In addition, I have a survey that I did 
with a lot of these visiting directors in 
which they say they will need these re-
sources. If we are going to say on the 
floor of the Senate we are for the vet-
erans, if we are going to say we are for 
improving veterans’ health care, then I 
think this is an additional improve-
ment to the amendment we have just 
passed. This is an amendment that 
does the job. This is the amendment 
that many veterans organizations are 
saying we ought to fight for. 

Again, I say to my colleagues, 99 col-
leagues are on record. I hope we will 
get a very strong vote for it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURNS). The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for the in-

formation of all Senators, I hope the 
leadership will be able to clear an 
agreement that all first-degree amend-
ments in order to this bill be submitted 
to the desk by 3 p.m. today. That will 
help ensure swift passage of this HUD- 
VA bill. In addition, let me clarify, the 
call for regular order with respect to 
the HUD-VA bill only applies to the 
bankruptcy bill. Therefore, Members 
can expect a late night this evening in 
order to make progress on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Senator JEFFORDS 
and Senator HAGEL be added as cospon-
sors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
that Senator SARBANES be added as a 
cosponsor to our $600 million VA 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I join 
with my colleague from Missouri in 
asking all those on my side of the aisle, 
please cooperate with the committee, 
have those first-degree amendments in 
by 3, so we can expeditiously move this 
bill. 

I also ask my colleagues on my side, 
those who want to speak about aspects 
of the bill, come forward and be pre-
pared to speak. We have already been 
on the bill for 2 hours and haven’t had 
one quorum call. I hope, in order to 
move expeditiously, we don’t have big, 
empty spaces. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I should 
clarify that I was not asking unani-
mous consent that all amendments be 
in by 3 p.m. I am hoping the leadership 
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will be able to clear an agreement es-
tablishing a time. This was an expres-
sion of hope. I am sure my distin-
guished colleague from Maryland has 
the same hope burning in her heart 
that I do in mine, but it is not ripe to 
propound as a unanimous consent at 
this time. 

I was not asking unanimous consent 
on the 3 p.m. for filing all amendments. 
We hope we can get a reasonable time. 

The distinguished ranking member of 
the full committee wishes to speak. I 
need to make just a few quick points 
about the Wellstone amendment. 

We have, as everyone knows, been 
working for some time to determine 
how much VA needs in its budget. We 
knew that the budget submitted to us 
was entirely inadequate, and we know 
that the VA’s own Under Secretary 
issued a memorandum last February 
indicating his concerns about it. There 
were no details in the President’s budg-
et. So in our committee, where we have 
responsibility for preparing a budget, 
we take requests, and these requests 
we judge in good faith. 

We have the responsibility of allo-
cating the scarce dollars. We asked the 
VA and its networks to put together 
plans as to how they would operate. 
That is where we learned about the clo-
sures, cutbacks in care, reduction of 
13,000 employees. We saw that was a 
disaster. We asked VA about the pro-
posed management efficiencies that 
networks said could be implemented, 
and should be implemented, to improve 
the efficiency of VA care, and they said 
about half of them could be. So they 
are finding money by making savings 
within their budget. 

The things that they are doing are 
commonsense, good practices, such as 
bulk purchasing, improving prescrip-
tion patterns, centralizing certain 
functions, closing unused buildings, 
and so forth. We are going to have to 
do more of that. 

To be clear, we expect continuing re-
forms. We want to see good health care 
for veterans. In many instances in the 
past, that has not been accomplished 
purely by throwing in more money. We 
need to make sure the money is effec-
tively spent. We have provided an addi-
tional $600 million to make sure they 
have the funds adequate to ensure the 
health care dollars do deliver to the 
needs of veterans. 

The amount we have agreed to, this 
addition of $1.7 billion, is, I understand, 
the highest increase ever for VA med-
ical care. The amount we have agreed 
to in the budget of $19 billion will allow 
VA to provide more care and better 
care to our veterans. Also, I should 
note that the Veterans Affairs budget 
has not been flatlined. We have been 
adding about $100 or $200 million a 
year, and we think that this increase, a 
very significant one, is vitally impor-
tant. 

The proposal the Senator from Min-
nesota made would not take money 
from the surplus. It would take money 
from Social Security. We are working 

within very tight budget constraints to 
provide an additional $600 million. Any 
dollars above that will come straight 
out of Social Security. The $14 billion 
is onbudget, non-Social Security funds 
and has been used up in emergency 
spending for agriculture, the census, 
and other emergencies. There is no free 
money floating out there. That is one 
of the constraints under which we must 
operate on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. That is why the leadership of 
the Senator from West Virginia, the 
Senator from Alaska, and the Budget 
Committee has been so important to 
make that we could provide additional 
funds. 

I know the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia has some com-
ments. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
might I respond to what my colleague 
said, if I could ask my colleague from 
West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, is time 
under control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time is 
under control. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will only 

speak briefly. I was in an appropria-
tions conference meeting when Mr. 
BOND so graciously called up the 
amendment on my behalf and on his 
behalf and on behalf of Senator STE-
VENS, Senator MIKULSKI, and others. I 
express my appreciation to Senator 
BOND for doing that. I express my ap-
preciation to Senator STEVENS for 
helping us in the Appropriations Com-
mittee to have increased allocations 
for the various subcommittees. And 
particularly with reference to the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies, the Senator from 
Missouri, Mr. BOND, and the Senator 
from Maryland, Ms. MIKULSKI, have 
performed an extremely important job 
and have done it well, with the limited 
amount of funds that have been avail-
able to them. 

In the committee, we recently in-
creased the amount for veterans’ 
health care by $1.1 billion. We did it be-
cause Mr. STEVENS and I were able to 
find ways to add monies for the VA– 
HUD subcommittee. On the floor ear-
lier today, the Senate agreed to the 
amendment offered by Mr. BOND on my 
behalf and on his behalf and the others 
whose names I have already mentioned. 

I am sure that each of us would like 
to do more. I have been in Congress 
now, this is my 47th year. I have al-
ways supported the interests of our 
veterans. I was a member of the Senate 
when we did not have a Senate Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee. The Rules 
Committee, on which I served, made it 
possible for the Senate to consider and 
agree to the proposal that there be a 
standing committee of the Senate enti-
tled the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. I 
was a Senator who was on the Rules 
Committee then and who stood up for 
the veterans. We received a lot of mail 

at that time from veterans all over the 
country in support of having a stand-
ing committee of the Senate des-
ignated the Senate Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

So, I have been very supportive of the 
veterans and their families, and legis-
lation and appropriations that affect 
their welfare and their well-being. 

Now, the House has approved a figure 
of $1.7 billion as an increase over the 
amount that was in the President’s 
budget. The Senate committee ap-
proved an increase of $1.1 billion. That 
left us $600 million short of where the 
House of Representatives stood. I think 
it would be very important to the vet-
erans if the Senate were able to go to 
the House, in conference, with a figure 
that matched the higher figure the 
House has already agreed upon. That is 
one reason why Senator STEVENS, Sen-
ator BOND, Senator MIKULSKI, and I 
thought it was very important to in-
crease the amount by $600 million. 

I want to thank our veterans organi-
zations also. Many of us can only imag-
ine how difficult it must be for a sol-
dier to be awakened in the depths of 
the night by the startling sound of 
shell explosions or small arms gunfire, 
to be on the other side of the world 
from where one’s family and friends 
make their homes, to wade through 
muddy water up to one’s shoulders, to 
carry 50 pounds of ammunition and 
supplies on one’s back, not knowing if 
one will live to see the sunset at the 
end of the day. 

Our veterans have gone into harm’s 
way time and time again in order to 
preserve the freedoms that we Ameri-
cans enjoy and that our friends and al-
lies have also fought and died to pro-
tect. There are many Americans who 
have dared to know the horror of war 
in service to this country. I am not one 
of those. I am not a veteran. I worked 
in the shipyards and helped build the 
Victory ships and Liberty ships to con-
vey men and supplies to our military 
forces overseas. So I did my part. But 
I did not serve in any of the military 
forces. 

Unfortunately, as the veteran popu-
lation begins to reach an age where 
they need more health care, too many 
American veterans are facing the stark 
circumstances wherein it may appear 
that the Nation they faithfully and 
honorably served is turning its back on 
them in time of need. We do not intend 
to do that. We don’t intend to do that 
on the VA–HUD subcommittee. We 
don’t intend to do that on the full Ap-
propriations Committee of the Senate. 

So we think we have responded as 
best we could under the budgetary re-
strictions that confront us. We have 
caps that are set in statute. We would 
like to do more in many areas where 
appropriations are concerned, but we 
are restricted by the budgetary caps. I 
have been in favor of lifting those caps, 
but they are not lifted as of now. 

I think it is our duty to honor our 
debt to the veterans who, in the spirit 
of those patriots of the Revolution, 
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dared much, risked much, and sac-
rificed much that we might enjoy the 
blessings of freedom. 

I also will take a moment here to say 
I was very supportive of our veterans 
when I was chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. I helped to appro-
priate funds and to allocate funds to 
the VA–HUD subcommittee in order 
that we might add clinics, add space in 
various veterans hospitals around the 
country. We did it in my own State of 
West Virginia, in Huntington, Beckley, 
Clarksburg, Martinsburg. I can remem-
ber when I helped to provide $76 million 
for a new veterans hospital in Martins-
burg to replace the old Newton D. 
Baker Hospital. I have been in this 
fight a long time. I am not a veteran, 
but I think I have been true to my du-
ties and responsibilities here, one of 
which duties is to see that our veterans 
are taken care of, treated fairly, and 
that their services are respected, ap-
preciated, and remembered. 

Therefore, I was happy today to pro-
vide the amendment that was offered 
by Mr. BOND and cosponsored by Mr. 
BOND, Mr. STEVENS, Ms. MIKULSKI, and 
an additional 20 or more Senators. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri for yielding this time. 

I have to go back to another appro-
priations conference. This time, I want 
to take up the battle for our drought- 
stricken areas of West Virginia and 
other States in the eastern United 
States, stretching from Tennessee up 
to Vermont. Again, that is with respect 
to the drought and the problems it has 
created for our livestock farmers. I 
want to go there and fight their battle. 
For the moment, I have been delighted 
to come to the floor. I also appreciate 
the support of other Senators on this 
amendment. I express my appreciation 
to Senator STEVENS, who is not on the 
floor, and to Senator BOND, and Sen-
ator MIKULSKI for the excellent leader-
ship they continue to give in this ex-
tremely important bill. 

I thank all the cosponsors to the 
amendment which would provide an ad-
ditional $600 million for veterans’ med-
ical care, including Senators BOND, 
DOMENICI, STEVENS, MIKULSKI, GRASS-
LEY, BINGAMAN, JOHNSON, SPECTER, 
MURKOWSKI, WELLSTONE, SMITH of New 
Hampshire, HOLLINGS, ROCKEFELLER, 
AKAKA, CONRAD, KERREY, BIDEN, 
LEAHY, BOXER, HAGEL, MURRAY, JEF-
FORDS, SARBANES, HUTCHINSON, REID, 
KERRY, ROBB, BUNNING, BRYAN, KEN-
NEDY, ROBERTS, ASHCROFT, SNOWE, COL-
LINS, COVERDELL, HARKIN, ABRAHAM, 
DORGAN, DURBIN, THURMOND, MCCAIN, 
LEVIN, LANDRIEU, FRIST, and others. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
know my colleague from New Hamp-
shire wishes to speak. I thank Senator 
BYRD, and I agree with what he said. I 
want to go over the evidence that in 
fact we can do better and we have to. I 
support Senator BOND’s effort. But in 

terms of all of the data we have on vet-
erans’ health care, I think the amend-
ment meets that. 

I ask unanimous consent I be able to 
follow Senator SMITH. I will only take 
5 minutes. 

Mr. BOND. I object, Mr. President. 
We don’t have the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad-
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I want to say that I support 
the efforts of the committee in increas-
ing by some $600 million the money for 
the benefits to veterans that was not in 
the bill. I commend them for their 
leadership in doing it. I agree with my 
colleague from Minnesota that this is 
simply not enough. 

I think my colleague is correct. I 
want to say to my colleague from Min-
nesota that not only do I appreciate his 
efforts on the floor in behalf of our Na-
tion’s veterans, but I support those ef-
forts. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this 
amendment because I believe we have 
heard horror story after horror story 
after horror story in all of our offices 
year after year after year. It seems as 
if we always have money for every-
thing. Lord knows I have been down 
here many times opposing that ‘‘money 
for everything.’’ Indeed, I have an 
amendment that I will offer very short-
ly. My colleague from Minnesota might 
disagree with me, but it increases 
money for veterans but takes it out of 
the AmeriCorps Program, which he 
probably will oppose me on. 

But on this amendment, I want to 
say that we agree. The veterans of this 
country need more help. They 
shouldn’t have to beg for it. They de-
serve it; they earned it. We have heard 
it time and time again—whether it is 
the American Legion, the VFW, DAV— 
whomever you spoke to. In meeting 
after meeting in my office, we hear the 
same thing. 

I think my colleague from Minnesota 
will agree with me on this. We drive to 
work into Washington, especially in 
the winter, and nothing is more painful 
than seeing a veteran lying on a grate 
in this city. This happens all over 
America. I have seen this now for 15 
years. I have fought for 15 years to try 
to correct it. 

I am just determined now that I am 
going to do whatever I have to do on 
this floor to see that it stops. 

There is no way this country, as 
great as it is and as rich as it is, should 
tolerate that. Enough is enough. It has 
happened in Democratic administra-
tions. It has happened in Republican 
administrations. Enough is enough. 

Whatever we have to do to help these 
veterans get off those grates, whatever 
we have to do to help veterans get the 
health care and shelter and things they 
need, then I am prepared to do it. I am 

prepared to sacrifice somewhere else in 
the budget to do it—whatever it takes, 
whatever we have to do. 

I say to my colleague from Min-
nesota that I appreciate his leadership 
on this. I am proud to support him on 
it. I will continue to support any ef-
forts that he should author, or perhaps 
he may support some that I may au-
thor, in terms of helping to get this 
mess straightened out so that we don’t 
have to continually hear these horror 
stories of veterans being denied care. 

I know the Senator from Minnesota 
has, as I have, gone to veterans homes. 
You see some of the conditions they 
have to endure. It is outrageous. 

We give them the best. We try to give 
them the best when they go to serve, 
wherever that may be. We ask them to 
go all over the world—too much in my 
view. Then when they come back, they 
deserve the best, as well, in terms of 
care. I think with good intentions we 
try to do that, but we have failed. We 
have come up short in a lot of areas. I 
think the Senator’s amendment will 
help to address that. 

I think everybody on the floor sup-
ports our Nation’s veterans. I don’t in 
any way insinuate that any of my col-
leagues who are offering another 
amendment of a lesser amount don’t 
support veterans. But we clearly have 
not addressed this problem. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota pointed out that 
there was a 99–0 vote on exactly what 
the Senator is proposing. I see no rea-
son why we can’t step forward. It is a 
shame that we have to have another 
vote. I think it ought to be in the legis-
lation. It ought to be in the bill. 

But I am going to stand here no mat-
ter how many times it takes, as often 
as possible, and as long as possible to 
make these points. 

I am more than happy to join my col-
league in doing this to help our Na-
tion’s veterans. 

Mr. President, parliamentary in-
quiry? Are we on the Wellstone amend-
ment at this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Could 
I ask a question of the manager? Is it 
the manager’s intention to have a vote 
on this amendment? I have one I would 
like to offer. I would be happy to offer 
it and have it set aside, or have this 
one set aside. I don’t know what the in-
tention of the manager is. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we are bus-
ily working to get a unanimous con-
sent order as to the timing for the vote 
on this issue to accommodate a number 
of our colleagues. We are working bus-
ily right now. The reason I asked that 
I be able to regain the floor after the 
Senator from New Hampshire spoke 
was to be able to propound that unani-
mous consent request. I am still hoping 
that momentarily we will have the 
unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, while 
we are waiting to fine-tune the unani-
mous consent on this amendment, I 
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would like to comment on this amend-
ment. 

I also would like to take this oppor-
tunity to ask unanimous consent that 
Senator HARRY REID be a cosponsor of 
the $600 million VA amendment offered 
by Senators BYRD, STEVENS, BOND, and 
MIKULSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, first I 
thank the Senator from West Virginia, 
Mr. BYRD, for his assistance on this bill 
and his advocacy for veterans. We 
would not have even be able to move 
this bill to the floor had it not been for 
Senator STEVENS and Senator BYRD 
identifying the $600 million. We need to 
look at where we were 6 weeks ago. 

Veterans’ health care under the 
spending caps was down $1 billion. 
Thanks to the advocacy and ingenuity, 
I might add, of the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee and the rank-
ing member, we were able to come to 
the floor. That is why I also said in my 
opening statement that we had the 
will, but we didn’t have the wallet. 

Again, with Senator BYRD and Sen-
ator STEVENS identifying a window or a 
particular technique to declare $600 
million in emergency, we will be able 
to ensure that nothing is closed. 

I don’t dispute the comments of the 
Senator from Minnesota about the 
need for more. I also don’t dispute his 
comments about the need for better. 
The Senator from Minnesota is well 
known for his advocacy for veterans. 
We particularly congratulate him for 
his steadfastness in continuing to bring 
to our attention the plight of veterans 
with posttraumatic stress syndrome. 

I also remember him speaking for the 
nuclear vets—those who were exposed 
to nuclear radiation where that trauma 
was not compensated for or identified. 

I thank the Senator for what he has 
done, but I have to say his amendment 
violates the Budget Act. It breaks the 
spending caps. He and I know the Budg-
et Act leaves much to be desired. The 
budget policy leaves much to be de-
sired because the spending caps have 
prohibited us from meeting compelling 
human needs. 

I know that some time this week 
President Clinton will be vetoing the 
tax bill. I am glad he is going to do 
that because then maybe we can get 
down to serious business about how we 
can fund Social Security, extend the 
solvency of Medicare, and meet com-
pelling human needs. 

I say to the Senator that I support 
what he wants to do in principle, but I 
will not be able to support his amend-
ment because it violates the budget 
caps. But, again, the points that he has 
made are very well taken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, just for the 
information of all Senators, we have 
been working on a time for the vote on 
this amendment. There seems to be a 
consensus, although I am not in a posi-
tion to ask unanimous consent, that 

most of the colleagues will be back and 
prepared to vote at 2 p.m. 

For the information of all Senators, I 
will propose to raise a Budget Act 
point of order at 2 p.m. I believe the 
Senator may wish to make a motion to 
waive that Budget Act point of order. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if 

my colleague eventually propounds 
this, I wonder if I might have a few 
minutes after he speaks to waive it—5 
minutes. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if we are 
able to have a unanimous consent 
agreement to establish it at 2 o’clock, 
I will ask for 4 minutes equally divided 
prior to that time to discuss the 
Wellstone amendment. I did not under-
stand we were ready to have that unan-
imous consent agreement. Without the 
unanimous consent agreement, we can-
not assure the Senator he will have 
that time because raising the Budget 
Act point of order triggers the activi-
ties resulting in potentially an imme-
diate vote. 

Apparently, we are not ready to pro-
pound a unanimous consent request, so 
I urge the Senator sometime before 2 
o’clock to make his comments in sup-
port of waiving the Budget Act. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. If the Senator will 
yield, isn’t it safe to say we will have 
no votes before 2 o’clock, to protect 
Members? 

Mr. BOND. It is the wish of the bipar-
tisan leadership we not have any votes 
prior to 2 o’clock. I assure all Senators 
if we conclude debate on this amend-
ment, it might be possible for the 
amendment to be set aside and others 
to be considered. There will be no votes 
before 2 o’clock. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
want to go, first of all, to the sub-
stance of what has been said about vet-
erans’ health care. Then I will talk to 
staff about how we might debate my 
motion to waive the Budget Act. 

Let me, first of all, say my good 
friend from Missouri said we didn’t 
have a flatline budget. If we increase 
the budget $100 million, $200 million a 
year, compared to medical inflation, 
that is a flatline budget. Spend time 
with veterans anywhere and one knows 
it did not work. The budget ran way 
behind health care needs. That is to 
what the amendment tries to speak. 

Second, I ask my colleagues, deciding 
what we need to do by way of making 
sure we are providing good health care 
for veterans, my colleague talks about 
what the Veterans’ Administration has 
said to him. They have to deal with 
OMB and the bean counters. Or are you 
going to pay some attention to this 
independent budget put together by 
many veterans organizations, which 
calls for the need for an additional $3 
billion above the President’s proposal, 
which is now, my amendment, $1.3 bil-
lion. We are getting there because the 
veterans community has organized and 
the veterans community has been 
heard. I am glad they have done so. 

Here is a list of independent budget 
endorsers: National Coalition for 
Homeless Veterans, Veterans of the 
Vietnam War, Vietnam Veterans of 
America, Retired Officers Association, 
Military Order of the Purple Heart, 
Disabled American Veterans, Paralyzed 
Veterans. There are 40 different organi-
zations that endorse this budget. 

It is interesting to me; we have been 
saying to the veterans: You have to 
stop complaining. Tell us what the 
needs are. 

They did the research. They put this 
budget together. They say: Here are 
the gaps; here are the needs; here is 
what it will take. My colleagues come 
to the floor on a budget resolution and 
99 of them vote for exactly what this 
amendment calls for. Then I cite as 
evidence our own Senate veterans com-
mittee, Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, which I serve. Its views and esti-
mates are the VA will require over $3 
billion in additional discretionary 
spending to meet the needs of the 
aging, to meet the needs of an increas-
ingly female veteran population. That 
is what we say we need to do. 

We have an independent budget, our 
own Senate veterans committee, say-
ing this is what we need. In addition, I 
sent this letter to the VISN directors 
and asked what was happening—I do 
not get the straight story—the same 
people my colleague from Missouri 
says on whom we are relying. 

I supported the amendment of the 
Senator from Missouri. I did not second 
degree. I think it is a step in the right 
direction. 

However, I ask my colleagues this 
question: Aren’t we going to live up to 
the commitment we made in a vote not 
that long ago? 

Then I am told this is going to come 
out of Social Security. This comes out 
of the surplus the same way your addi-
tional expenditures for defense come 
out of the surplus, the same way your 
tax cuts come out of the surplus. Why 
don’t you put as high a priority on vet-
erans as you do on additional defense 
expenditures or in tax cuts? My col-
league, Senator SMITH, obviously does. 
I think other colleagues will, too, when 
it comes time to vote. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent Senator JOHNSON be included as an 
original cosponsor, if he is not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask that Harold R. Holmes, an intern 
with me, be given floor privileges dur-
ing consideration of this debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, on 
the caps and this whole question of 
breaking the caps, maybe I should be 
one of the first Senators to come to the 
floor of the Senate and say why not be 
straightforward about this. We keep 
doing all the emergency expenditures. I 
didn’t vote for the caps. I didn’t vote 
for the budget agreement. I didn’t vote 
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for the budget caps. I find it a little 
surprising that a lot of people say: Oh 
my gosh, the Medicare reimbursement 
is struggling; our rural hospitals are 
toppling; what is happening to our pro-
ducers who are struggling to survive? 
Home health care providers are strug-
gling to survive, and our teaching hos-
pitals and medical schools are strug-
gling to survive. All of this is true. 

Everybody knows we will eventually 
get beyond these caps. We are saying to 
the veterans, there is a surplus but we 
use it for defense, we will use it for tax 
cuts, we will vote for $3 billion more— 
which is now $1.3 billion—because we 
increased it. But we are going to say 
this violates the Budget Act, and we 
are going to use that as a reason not to 
vote for this? 

I will try to say this in a very sub-
stantive, quiet way. I appreciate what 
the Senator from Maryland said, and I 
thank her. I haven’t heard any Senator 
come to the floor and disagree with 
any statements I have made about the 
gaps in veterans’ health care, about the 
needs, and about what we really need 
to do to live up to our commitment. I 
haven’t heard anybody refute the case 
that I have made on the floor of the 
Senate. 

By the way, I say to my colleague 
from Maryland, I will have it filed by 3 
o’clock. We have had various atomic 
votes. Every time I pass this on the 
floor of the Senate, it is taken out in 
conference committee. I will be back 
with an amendment on this bill. I am 
sure I will be told this is in violation of 
some kind of budget agreement. People 
who go to Nevada, ground zero, with no 
protective gear, and the Government 
doesn’t tell them they are in harm’s 
way. It is a nightmare what these peo-
ple have been through because of their 
exposure to radiation—and their chil-
dren and their grandchildren. We still 
don’t want to provide compensation. 
Everybody says they are for it, they 
don’t want to vote against it, and they 
take it out in conference committee. 

I come to the floor of the Senate and 
I say here is our own Senate Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs saying we 
will need this $3 billion, which is now 
the $1.3 billion. Then I talk about my 
own research and survey to the VISN 
directors. Same conclusion. Then I say 
to my colleague from Missouri and oth-
ers: Who do you want to believe? Do 
you want to believe the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration and OMB or some 30 or 40 
different veterans organizations that 
have endorsed this independent budget? 

I say to my colleagues, you voted for 
this additional investment. We have 
come a long way, I say to the veterans 
community. I thank the veterans com-
munity for standing up for themselves 
and speaking for themselves. We have 
come a long way from the President’s 
original budget proposal. We have gone 
on a long ways from what was origi-
nally proposed in the House and the 
Senate. My colleague from Missouri 
does a good job helping us to really 
make some improvement here. 

But in all due respect, I do not see 
how we can say to veterans: Here is the 
evidence. We know this is what you 
need. We know these are the gaps. We 
know what the problems are. We made 
a commitment to you. We have gone on 
record supporting this. But now, with 
your amendment, we are going to basi-
cally say it violates the Budget Act, 
these caps, phony caps of this Budget 
Act which everyone knows we are not 
going to live by. Everybody knows they 
are going to be busted. Everybody 
knows at the very end we are going to 
be spending more on key domestic 
needs. 

What are we going to do? Cut Head 
Start and child nutrition and child 
care and all the rest by 30 percent, or 20 
percent, or 25 percent? We are not 
going to do that. So why not just be 
honest about it? We have an emergency 
here, and we have an emergency there, 
and we figure out other ways to do it. 
We are spending the money. 

Then, too many of my colleagues 
were all too ready to take some money 
out of the surplus for defense and tax 
cuts. Now all of a sudden, I come out 
here with an amendment on veterans’ 
health care that speaks directly to 
what the evidence tells us we need to 
do to really improve veterans’ health 
care, and my colleagues are going to 
vote against it and say it is a violation 
of the Budget Act? 

I will conclude this way. I think we 
ought to do what is right for veterans. 
I think we are on record calling for ex-
actly the investment this amendment 
calls for. I think there is not a shred of 
evidence that suggests we should do 
anything less for veterans. And I do not 
think we should be hiding behind the 
Budget Act. I do not think we should 
be hiding behind these phony caps that 
we all know are not going to be opera-
tive when we finish up this session. So 
if I get to be the first person to come 
to the floor of the Senate and say that 
and say it directly, so be it. If the test 
case is on veterans’ health care, so be 
it. But I am determined to fight for 
what I think is right and to see wheth-
er we can improve upon what my col-
league from Missouri has done. 

I hope my colleagues, Democrats and 
Republicans, will vote for this amend-
ment. You have supported it in the 
past, you are on record supporting it, 
and I hope you will support the same 
investment of resources for veterans’ 
health care again. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the enthusiasm of the Senator 
from Minnesota. I think we are all con-
cerned about what has happened with 
veterans. I certainly congratulate the 
Senator from Maryland and the Sen-
ator from Missouri for their excellent 
effort to try, in the context of a strict 
budget structure, to do the most that 
is available for us for veterans. 

But I do think in a philosophical dis-
cussion here we need to make some-

thing clear. ‘‘Caps’’ is not some euphe-
mism that just gets thrown out and has 
no meaning to it. It is not just a term 
of art. In substance, it is a statement 
of the difference between spending 
money that we raise from revenues in 
the general fund versus spending 
money that is raised by taxes paid to 
the Social Security fund. 

If we exceed the caps—and I am not 
going to argue the point; I think the 
Senator from Minnesota and a lot of 
other folks in this body are intent upon 
exceeding the caps, either with emer-
gency spending in agriculture or with 
emergency spending for Kosovo or with 
advance funding gimmickry or with, 
possibly, in this case, an amendment 
that significantly increases funding 
under this bill over the caps that are 
available to it. But I think it has to be 
pointed out that when that occurs, 
that money comes from the Social Se-
curity trust fund. There is no other 
place for it to come from. Every dollar 
the caps are exceeded in this budget 
cycle—this may not be true next year— 
but every dollar that the caps are ex-
ceeded by in this budget cycle is going 
to be dollars that come out of the So-
cial Security trust fund because we 
have already spent the onbudget sur-
plus for emergency funds, emergency 
obligations. Those are already com-
mitted. So there are not really any 
onbudget surplus funds available to us. 

So when these amendments come for-
ward like this, I think there has to be 
some integrity in the debate. There has 
to be some statement of what the im-
plications are of these types of amend-
ments. The implication of this amend-
ment is that the Social Security trust 
fund and Social Security itself will be 
hit for the amount this amendment ex-
ceeds the caps because the onbudget 
surplus that is non-Social Security has 
already been spent. That is the way it 
is. 

It is easy to come to the floor and 
say we have to get rid of the caps be-
cause ‘‘caps’’ is a term of art nobody 
really understands. What that really 
means, a more honest statement would 
be, we have to take money out of the 
Social Security trust fund. We have to 
take money out of the Social Security 
trust fund. We have to take money out 
of the Social Security trust fund. That 
is the proposal. That is where we are. 
This Congress, this Senate, is going to 
have to make that decision. 

Right now, there is a lot of effort to 
try to avoid that, and I am strongly 
committed to trying to avoid that 
event. I chaired a subcommittee, and I 
had the same problem the chairman of 
this subcommittee had. We were able, 
as was Chairman BOND, to bring in a 
bill that was under the caps, as the 
Presiding Officer now presiding over 
the Senate was also able to do with his 
bill on military construction. We 
brought it in at the cap level or under 
the cap level. It was difficult, very dif-
ficult, because we had the census in our 
bill. That was new spending which we 
had not really any money to pay for. 
So we have the same problem. 
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But the reality is that ‘‘caps’’ is not 

some arbitrary event here. It is not 
some term of art that has no meaning. 
There is significant meaning to the 
event ‘‘breaking the caps.’’ If we are 
going to have integrity in the debate, 
instead of using this term ‘‘breaking 
the caps,’’ we ought to say what the 
event is. The event is using the Social 
Security trust fund to fund whatever 
amendments are proposed to break the 
caps. That is the way it stands because 
there is not any onbudget surplus 
available beyond what has now already 
been committed for emergency funds, 
primarily to agriculture. So we are left 
only with Social Security surplus 
money. 

So, yes, it pits this amendment 
against Social Security recipients. 
That is a public policy decision this 
Congress is going to have to make 
though, because on all these amend-
ments that come forward that are not 
cap related, that are exceeding the cap, 
what we are basically doing is invading 
the Social Security trust fund. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

first of all, I say to my colleague, in 
the appropriations bills, it is not true 
we don’t have any onbudget surplus. 
The President has only signed two ap-
propriations bills. There is still money 
in the surplus. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to. 
Mr. GREGG. The Senator knows the 

President has not signed all the bills. 
The Senator also knows this Senate 
has committed significant dollars to, 
and I suspect the Senator voted for, the 
agriculture emergency. That takes out 
the onbudget surplus. So I think the 
Senator can say: Yes, the President has 
not signed the bills; therefore, the 
money has not been spent. The fact is, 
the Congress has spent the money. It is 
just that the President hasn’t agreed 
to it. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, what we have here, I think, is a 
philosophical debate. But actually it is 
more on the lines of what the other 
Senator from New Hampshire said. It is 
a matter of where veterans fit in. Ap-
parently, they come in last. We have 
this arcane rule that I am supposedly 
in violation of with this amendment 
which, by the way, makes it easy for 
my colleagues to go with tax cuts, it 
makes it easy for my colleagues to put 
much more into defense, and makes it 
easy for my colleagues to then come 
out on the floor and say there is no 
more money left for veterans. 

Veterans should not come last. With 
all due respect, if Senators want to 
vote, cast a vote that says this amend-
ment, which provides the resources we 
need for veterans’ health care, is in 
violation of this arcane rule. That is 
the fact. The reality here is, we have 
this arcane rule, all part of this agree-
ment that we had which is not work-
ing, and everybody here knows it is not 

working, and we still went forward 
with all the money for tax cuts and we 
still put more into defense. 

I say to my colleagues, again, the 
President has only signed two appro-
priations bills. But now what we are 
told is, the veterans are last. All of a 
sudden, there is no money for the vet-
erans. All of a sudden, the veterans are 
to be pitted against Social Security. It 
does not mean a thing. 

Let me tell you what the facts are. 
The facts are that there are a lot of el-
derly veterans. It is an aging popu-
lation. And we are nowhere near where 
we should be in terms home-based 
health care for them, and we are no-
where near where we should be when it 
comes to institutional nursing home 
care for those who need to be in nurs-
ing homes. 

The facts are, as my colleague from 
New Hampshire mentioned earlier, that 
we have a scandal of maybe as many as 
a third of the homeless population 
being veterans. 

The facts are that we have long waits 
in too many places. We have staff 
working double time. We have veterans 
who do not have the accessibility to 
the specialty services they need. We 
have a VA medical system that is not 
working the way it should work for 
veterans. 

Those are the facts. 
Next set of facts: My colleagues are 

on record in this budget resolution 
calling for exactly the same expendi-
ture I call for in this amendment. 

Next fact: The veterans independent 
budget, put together by veterans, not 
the VA, talks about these gaps and 
what we need and comes up with this 
investment that is in this amendment. 

Next fact: Our own Senate Veterans’ 
Committee admits that this is what we 
need if we are going to fill these gaps. 

Next fact: Since I could not get a 
straight answer from the VA—where 
are you now, Jesse Brown, when we 
need you?—I sent out my own question-
naire to all these different VISNs and 
directors, and 22 of them responded; 
and they talked about the gaps, and 
the need, and what kind of investment 
it would take to get our veterans’ 
health care system up to where it 
should be for veterans, if you really 
want to say thank you to veterans. 

Those are the facts. 
Last fact: I voted for Senator BOND’s 

amendment. I think it is good. It helps, 
but it still is inadequate. It is not what 
we should be doing. We all talk about 
how much we care for the veterans. We 
all talk about how we are for the vet-
erans. Then we ought to match the 
rhetoric with the resources. 

I do not think my colleagues should 
be able to vote against this, arguing 
that it is in violation of this arcane 
Budget rule that we have. I do not 
think that means a thing to veterans. I 
do not think it means a thing to them. 
I think what means something to vet-
erans is whether or not they are going 
to have the health care they thought 
they were promised, whether or not our 

Government is going to live up to its 
commitment. That is what this amend-
ment calls for us to do. I hope my col-
leagues will vote for this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad-

dressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GREGG). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
temporarily lay aside the Wellstone 
amendment in order to offer another 
amendment on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Wellstone amendment is laid 
aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1757 
(Purpose: To provide an additional 

$209,500,000 for Medical Care for the Vet-
erans Health Administration, an additional 
$5,000,000 for the Homeless Providers Grant 
and Per Diem (GPD) program, and an addi-
tional $10,000,000 for grants for construc-
tion of State extended care facilities for 
veterans, and to provide an offsetting re-
duction of $224,500,000 in amounts available 
for the AmeriCorps program) 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire] proposes an 
amendment numbered 1757. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 7, line 23, strike ‘‘$19,006,000,000’’ 

and insert ‘‘$19,215,500,000’’. 
On page 8, line 10, insert after the colon the 

following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$5,000,000 shall be available for the Homeless 
Providers Grant and Per Diem (GPD) pro-
gram:’’. 

On page 14, line 21, strike ‘‘$90,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$100,000,000’’. 

On page 73, line 22, strike ‘‘$423,500,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$199,000,000’’. 

On page 74, beginning on line 9, strike 
‘‘Provided further,’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘section 121(d)(2) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 12581(d)(2)):’’. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, the amendment I am pro-
posing will increase funding for our 
veterans by transferring funds from the 
Corporation for National and Commu-
nity Service, also known as 
AmeriCorps. So what we have here, in 
addition to the amendment that 
passed, the increase of $600 million and 
the other proposed by Senator 
WELLSTONE, is an additional sum of 
money beyond that to be taken from 
the AmeriCorps program and placed in 
veterans programs. 

I think, here again, it is a question of 
priorities. We will need to decide 
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whether we are going to pay volun-
teers—a little interesting; pay volun-
teers—or whether we are going to pay 
our Nation’s veterans. That is the crux 
of the matter. 

It is going to be a test of our prior-
ities. It is going to enable Members of 
this body, who are concerned about our 
veterans, to basically put their money 
where their mouth is. That is the bot-
tom line. This vote will be a test of our 
seriousness about whether we are going 
to provide our veterans with the care 
they need or not. It is a clear-cut 
choice. 

There is nothing complicated about 
this amendment. It is AmeriCorps and 
paid volunteers versus veterans. That 
is it, pure and simple. It is between a 
big Government program that is pay-
ing volunteers—I will talk about that 
in a minute, whether there is such a 
thing as a paid volunteer—and our sa-
cred responsibility to care for those 
who have sacrificed so much for our 
Nation. 

My colleagues know we have debated 
the question of AmeriCorps funding be-
fore. They know I have always opposed 
this program. That is no secret. I op-
posed it in principle when it was pro-
posed, and my concerns only grew 
when I saw how it worked or did not 
work in practice. I think the time has 
come to face the fact that this is 
money that could be better spent car-
ing for those who fought for our liberty 
and in many cases were wounded for 
our liberty. 

The rhetoric of AmeriCorps sup-
porters is certainly stirring. The goals 
they profess are goals with which no 
one would disagree. But the rationale 
for using Federal taxpayer dollars 
—hard-earned taxpayer dollars—to 
fund this program always breaks down 
when we come back to the fundamental 
oxymoron it is based on. And it is an 
oxymoron. Some say perhaps more 
‘‘moron″ than ‘‘oxy’’—my view—but it 
is an oxymoron because it says ‘‘paid 
volunteers.’’ 

Where I grew up, if you volunteered, 
you did not get paid. So I do not know 
what a ‘‘paid volunteer’’ is. But in this 
city of Washington, now we have come 
up with this new definition of a paid 
volunteer—only in Washington. It is 
like here in Washington we also have 
floors below the basement in the ele-
vators, here in the Senate. Those peo-
ple who come and visit know what I am 
talking about. You can take an eleva-
tor to the basement, and then you can 
go to the subbasement if you want to, 
or G, one below the basement. It is just 
too complicated to have the basement 
be the bottom floor, I guess. 

Now we have come up with this paid 
volunteer, and it is being sold to the 
American people. 

I checked, before I came to the floor 
today, in my American Heritage Col-
lege Dictionary. I must confess, I prob-
ably did not look at it enough when I 
was in college and do not look at it an 
awful lot now. But I was puzzled by 
this term, so I looked up the term ‘‘vol-

unteer.’’ The American Heritage Col-
lege Dictionary defines a ‘‘volunteer’’ 
as a person who performs or offers to 
perform a service of his or her own free 
will, or to do charitable or helpful 
work without pay. 

This is the definition I always grew 
up with. It is the definition I always 
understood. And I believe it is the defi-
nition that most Americans would also 
say is correct. 

But now the President of the United 
States is rewriting the definitions in 
the American Heritage College Dic-
tionary. He is rewriting the rules for 
federalism with his executive orders. 
He has awesome powers. Now he is re-
defining the word ‘‘volunteer.’’ These 
are the volunteers whom Americans 
see in their communities every day. 
For the past few years, the AmeriCorps 
bureaucracy has sprinkled thousands of 
so-called volunteers across America’s 
50 States—so-called volunteers. 

But meanwhile, 90 million Americans 
truly volunteer in some capacity each 
year. These are the real volunteers. 
These are the Americans our speeches 
should be honoring. 

We do not need a Government pro-
gram to honor volunteers because vol-
unteers do not get paid. When true vol-
unteers offer their time and energy, 
they expect and receive nothing but 
the satisfaction of serving their neigh-
bors. 

What can AmeriCorps’ so-called vol-
unteers expect? Here is what they can 
expect. They can expect a salary sup-
plemented by a grant for education ex-
penses, and they can expect health and 
child care benefits. 

I might just ask anybody out there in 
America listening right now, if you 
went down and volunteered, perhaps 
somewhere in North Carolina where 
the hurricane hit, and you were throw-
ing sandbags up there, most likely you 
did it because you wanted to help your 
neighbors; I do not think you would be 
asking whether or not you got health 
care benefits or child care or a salary. 

If you received a hot meal and a 
thank-you, I think you would be very 
appreciative of that and no more, and 
you would be glad to do it. That is 
what voluntarism is. Now we have 
changed the definition. We are now 
paying volunteers under this President. 
Work compensated by a salary and ben-
efits isn’t volunteer work; it is a job. 
Look up the word ‘‘job’’ in the dic-
tionary. I think you will find that is 
what it says. 

There is a difference between being a 
volunteer and having a job. They are 
both worthwhile, but let us not try to 
blend together something that is quite 
different. 

In a past year’s oversight hearing on 
this program, a very prominent and 
distinguished Member of this body 
claimed that the traditional notion of 
voluntarism has changed. Now volunta-
rism is no longer voluntarism; it is the 
notion of voluntarism. The implication 
is that volunteer work, the type per-
formed by the 90 million Americans 

who are putting sandbags up and pro-
tecting their neighbors’ homes in the 
midst of a hurricane, is obsolete. That 
it is gone. Now the wave of the future 
is the AmeriCorps volunteer, the paid 
volunteer, the person who gets health 
care, child care. That is what this 
President has said, and that is what 
this bill is sanctioning, about $225 mil-
lion worth of sanctions, I might add, of 
paid volunteers. 

I hope it is not the case, after all the 
Executive orders this President has 
signed and all the things we have seen 
him do in redefining—he redefined 
NATO to be an offensive rather than a 
defensive organization; he redefined 
our military to be a 911 response team 
rather than a military; he has taken 
Executive orders and redefined fed-
eralism—that we are going to allow 
this President to continue moving us 
toward a society in which volunteer 
service can be offered only by profes-
sional volunteers and only with the as-
sistance and permission of a Wash-
ington bureaucracy. 

My goodness, have we really come to 
that? Only in Washington, only in 
some government budget or in some 
government bill could we possibly ever 
come up with anything as stupid as 
this. But we have done it. Boy, are we 
good at it. 

I hope we are not going to send our 
children a message that anyone who 
volunteers should expect a salary and 
benefits in exchange for serving his or 
her community. Is that what we are 
saying? 

Honestly, that is what we are saying. 
I have to wonder if we are serious when 
we say the era of big government is 
over. I have heard our Vice President 
say that. Maybe he should take over 
Jay Leno’s slot because that is about 
the funniest thing I have ever heard, to 
say that the era of big government is 
over and then talk about having $225 
million placed in a bill to pay volun-
teers. The era of big government is 
over? Somebody needs to explain that 
to me. 

If we allow this program to become a 
permanent fixture of the Federal Gov-
ernment, we are going to send a mes-
sage that the era of big government is 
just getting started, not over. For 
when we allow government to intrude 
on the voluntary sector, we guarantee 
the further erosion of civil society, the 
area of community life that falls out-
side the purview of government. Frank-
ly, we insult the millions, the 90 mil-
lion or so Americans who do volunteer 
in charity after charity after charity— 
cancer, Humane Society, helping 
friends in times of earthquakes and 
floods; they volunteer and do it will-
ingly, and they don’t get paid. There is 
no such thing as a paid volunteer. Very 
bluntly and very frankly, I don’t care if 
you are a Republican or a Democrat or 
Independent or what you are, male or 
female. You should not sanction it by 
funding paid volunteers. It is wrong. 
We ought to eliminate it, and we ought 
to take this money out. We ought to 
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take it out, period. But I am not even 
asking Members to do that. I am ask-
ing them to take it out of there and 
give it to our Nation’s veterans. 

I know opponents of my amendment 
are going to claim they simply want to 
use big government to help the volun-
teer sector. We are going to help the 
volunteer sector. How many times do 
we have to go down this road? We let 
the Federal Government set up a pro-
gram to help in an area of American 
life that has survived without govern-
ment help, but we are going to put up 
a program now to help volunteers and 
pay them. The government program al-
ways starts small and always gets big-
ger. 

Remember the Department of Edu-
cation. That started in the mid-1970s at 
about $3 billion. It is getting up there 
close to $60 billion now—not bad in 20 
or 25 years. Soon the government fund-
ing is supplemented with government 
mandates, and then we find that some-
thing that used to be a function of civil 
society is now a function of big govern-
ment in everything but name. When we 
try to slow its growth, we are told that 
the loss of government funds will be 
fatal. You will destroy the arts. You 
will destroy the humanities. You will 
destroy the charities that serve the 
poor. These are areas that once func-
tioned without government aid. Now 
we have set up government monies to 
help them. If we take it away, we are 
accused of not wanting to help the hu-
manities or the arts or help with char-
ities. 

Now the people who work in these 
areas will tell us government is indis-
pensable. We have to keep it here. We 
have to have it. We can’t have volun-
teers now unless we have them paid. 

The question is—and this is all my 
amendment is about—Do we want to 
have the volunteer sector dependent on 
Big Brother or not? I say we should 
not. Even in the short lifetime of the 
Corporation for National and Commu-
nity Service, otherwise known as 
AmeriCorps, we have seen the influence 
of big government corroding the ethic 
of service that animates our voluntary 
sector. We have seen massive adminis-
trative costs. We have seen large num-
bers of AmeriCorps’ so-called volun-
teers deployed in Federal agencies to 
staff big government, and in some 
cases, to lobby for its continued expan-
sion. That is right, paid volunteers to 
lobby us for the continued expansion of 
what they are doing. We have seen the 
promise that private sector sources 
would match Federal funds fall by the 
wayside. 

Let me make one thing clear: Good 
work has been done under the auspices 
of this program. I don’t doubt it. If you 
pay somebody, you hopefully can get 
work out of them, and maybe some-
thing beneficial will come of it. A lot 
of this has been done in my own State 
of New Hampshire. I have met with 
some people of AmeriCorps. I salute 
their desire to offer service to their 
communities. No one is disputing that. 

But I am concerned that by culti-
vating direct links between voluntary 
service organizations and big govern-
ment, we risk sending some of our 
most selfless young people the message 
that public employment is the only av-
enue available for serving their com-
munities. That is not true. The Amer-
ican people know it is not true, but 
that is what we are doing. 

We risk sending true volunteers a 
message that their efforts are no 
longer necessary. That is not going to 
be the case with people who have vol-
unteered all their lives, but look at 
young people today. Do you want to go 
down and help Ms. Brown mow her 
lawn and not get paid? Do you want to 
go collect money for the charity of 
your choice, perhaps the Cancer Soci-
ety, and not get paid? Or do you want 
to go work for the Federal Government 
as a paid volunteer and get paid and 
get benefits? What message are we 
sending to our young people? We have 
just redefined the word ‘‘volunteer.’’ 

We just redefined the whole word 
‘‘voluntarism.’’ This amendment I am 
suggesting is far more than $225 mil-
lion. It is far more than providing 
money from AmeriCorps to veterans. 
Both of those are admirable, in my 
view, but it is more important than 
that. We are sending a cultural, moral 
message to the young people in our 
country by supporting this amend-
ment, and that is: You volunteer; you 
don’t get paid. You volunteer because 
you want to. That is the message I 
want to send. 

Now, you cannot compare 
AmeriCorps and the veterans. There is 
no comparison. On the one hand, we 
have the health and well-being of brave 
men and women whose sacrifices have 
ensured our continued freedom. And 
you talk about volunteers. Many, if not 
most, of the people who have made 
those sacrifices did so as volunteers. 
They volunteered for their country to 
serve in time of war. Some were draft-
ed, but many would have gone whether 
drafted or not. 

When we called upon these Ameri-
cans to serve their country, we took on 
certain obligations. This is a sacred ob-
ligation, one that we can’t shirk and 
should not shirk. On the other hand, 
with AmeriCorps we take on another 
new obligation. 

As I have made clear, the task of 
manning the voluntary sector will be 
performed whether or not we appro-
priate Federal taxpayer funds for the 
Corporation for National and Commu-
nity Service. On the other hand, the 
job of addressing the pressing medical 
needs of America’s heroic veterans is 
one that only we in the Federal Gov-
ernment can do. 

Now, Senator BOB SMITH does not 
stand down here at any time and pro-
mote additional Government funds 
where it is not constitutional to do so. 
I don’t support unconstitutional spend-
ing, and I have cited example after ex-
ample on the floor of this Senate over 
a number of years. It is constitutional, 

it is right, it is just, and it is our obli-
gation to support our Nation’s veterans 
with whatever it is they need. This 
amendment says those needs are more 
important than paid volunteers. 

This amendment will add funding to 
critical resources in the VA budget. 
The funding would go toward three 
areas: long-term care, medical care, 
and combating homelessness. I propose 
increasing funding for State veterans 
nursing homes out of this $225 million 
to allow our veterans to age with dig-
nity and with the care they deserve. 
We know how desperately the VA 
health care system needs additional 
funding just to stay afloat. I also pro-
pose increasing funding to the Home-
less Providers Program and Per Diem 
Program. This would help to build pro-
grams that would get veterans off the 
grates, if they are homeless, and help 
get them back on their feet. 

Even the amounts I am proposing to 
be transferred here only scratch the 
surface of what we need. But we have 
to start somewhere, and this is where 
we need to draw the line. 

So let me summarize and conclude by 
saying this: It is a simple amendment; 
$225 million is in the bill for 
AmeriCorps, paid volunteers, young 
people who are good young people. We 
are telling them we are going to pay 
you and call you a ‘‘volunteer’’ to do X, 
Y, or Z. We can do that or we can send 
another message, which is that home-
less veterans on grates and inadequate 
care facilities is wrong, and we are 
going to fund those entities. Maybe it 
would even be a more powerful message 
if we would ask those AmeriCorps vol-
unteers—paid volunteers—to suspend 
the payments and say: No, thank you, 
Mr. President, I am not interested in 
your benefits or your salary. Just tell 
me where the nearest veterans home is 
or the nearest VA hospital, and I will 
go there and give my time to those vet-
erans who did so much. 

Isn’t that a better message to send to 
America? What is wrong with this 
country? What is happening to this 
country? That is what I want to know. 
Day after day, we fund this stuff, and 
half of the time we don’t talk about it. 
It just slips in there and goes by—with 
good intentions, not always bad, but it 
is wrong. We are sending the wrong 
message to our people. 

I taught school. Once you are a 
schoolteacher, you are always a school-
teacher. You are never a former teach-
er. We are sending the wrong message 
to our kids. We have sent wrong mes-
sages for the last several years. 

Starting in February, we said right 
here on the floor that the President of 
the United States can commit crimes 
and not have to be held accountable for 
them. We said that. That is what we 
told our young people. We have told 
our young people that it is OK to do 
whatever you want. Do your thing. 
Shoot your friends and colleagues in 
school, and then blame somebody else. 
Blame innocent gun owners who have 
done nothing except exercise their con-
stitutional right to own a firearm. But 
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blame somebody else; don’t blame our-
selves. We abort our young children 
every day, and we say: Johnny, go off 
to school, and, Mary, go off to school, 
be a good little girl and boy, and we 
will abort your brother or sister while 
you are going to school being a good 
kid. That is the message we are send-
ing. We do it every day. 

So, you see, that is what is wrong 
with America. It is the greatest coun-
try in the world, but we need to change 
it. The structure is there. We just need 
to change a few people and a few 
places, get reality back, and bring this 
country back to what it should be and 
what it can be and what it must be, 
what our Founders wanted. 

Do you think for one minute that 
Thomas Jefferson, if he could stand 
here today or James Madison or George 
Washington or Sam Adams or Patrick 
Henry—do you think for one minute 
they would stand up here and defend 
paid volunteers? These are the people 
who picked up the weapons, put on the 
militia uniform, and went to Concord 
Bridge in Lexington and fought the 
British, sometimes never getting paid, 
not knowing whether they were going 
to be paid, nor caring whether they 
would get paid. These are the people 
who brought us our liberty. We dis-
grace what they did for us by standing 
on the Senate floor and even proposing 
to pay somebody to be a volunteer. 

It is the wrong message, folks. It is 
the wrong message. I hope somebody 
out there might be listening. It doesn’t 
happen often around here that we lis-
ten to each other’s speeches, but I hope 
somebody listens because we need to 
change the culture of this country, the 
attitude. All we can do on the Senate 
floor is single out things which are 
wrong and point them out—not to at-
tack anybody. I am not attacking the 
motives of anybody. But I am saying it 
is wrong. Let’s accept that it is wrong 
and change it so that we don’t tell 
America’s young people that paid vol-
unteers are more important than our 
Nation’s veterans, more important 
than the people who sacrifice for their 
country, more important than those 
who are, today, barely able to move or 
speak —some not able to move or 
speak—in veterans homes across Amer-
ica, who are being neglected. By the 
way, they are taken care of by nonpaid 
volunteers, in many cases, who come 
and visit. 

This is what is wrong with America. 
This is why America will perish, if we 
don’t stop. I don’t want to see that 
happen. I want my kids or grandkids 
someday to say: I read old grandpa’s 
speeches when he had the time to serve 
on the Senate floor. He stood up and 
said paid volunteers were wrong, and I 
am glad he did because we changed it. 
We don’t have paid volunteers anymore 
and we don’t have veterans lying help-
less on grates freezing to death. We 
don’t have veterans who are no longer 
able to get the help they need and the 
care and the shelter they need. We 
don’t have that anymore because old 

grandpa stood up on the Senate floor 
and said it was wrong, and we changed 
it. That is what I would like. 

‘‘Do you want to leave a legacy?’’ 
People ask you that all the time. If 
they write that about me, I will be 
happy. Nothing else. That is all. This is 
Daniel Webster’s desk right here, one 
of the greatest Senators of all time. 
This desk belongs to the senior Senator 
from New Hampshire, and I am not 
going to give it up. 

I think all the time about the fact 
that he stood here and that we are just 
temporary stewards. We are just here 
for a blip on the radar screen of his-
tory, trying to do our job. As great as 
Webster was, he is off the stage, as the 
founders are and as are so many great 
orators and Senators who have spoken 
in this great body. But you try to make 
a difference. You try to make a dif-
ference. You have to speak up and try 
to make a difference. 

I urge my colleagues, ask yourself, 
are volunteers whom you are paying 
more important than veterans who 
gave their limbs, and their lives in 
some cases, not to mention the suf-
fering of the families—more important 
than those veterans? I don’t think so. I 
am asking you to vote to take $225 mil-
lion from paid volunteers and give it to 
our Nation’s veterans. There is the off-
set. It is not adding any more money 
anywhere. It is not costing the tax-
payers another dime. That is all I am 
asking you to do. 

Let me conclude on a couple of points 
about veterans because I think we need 
to personalize this a little bit so we un-
derstand it. 

I mentioned earlier in the debate 
with Senator WELLSTONE that driving 
to work in the morning, especially in 
the winter, and seeing those veterans 
on the grates—they are not all vet-
erans. There are about 750,000 homeless 
people, they tell me, in America. But 
they say a third of them are probably 
veterans. What happened? How did that 
happen? Why are they there? It is pret-
ty disgraceful, really, when you stop 
and think about it, because somewhere 
at some point they reached out and 
asked for help, and they didn’t get it or 
they wouldn’t be homeless. 

I can’t help but think of something 
that Johnny Cash immortalized so very 
well with ‘‘The Ballad of Ira Hayes,’’ 
the Indian, one of the people who 
raised the flag at Iwo Jima Hill. He was 
an Indian who was discriminated 
against when he came back but hung 
out around the reservation and became 
an alcoholic and died in a ditch. He was 
one of the ones who held that flag up at 
Iwo Jima Hill. Why did that happen? 
Because something slipped through the 
cracks. 

There are thousands of Ira Hayeses 
out there in America right now, lying 
on those grates, looking for hope. This 
is one of the most affluent cities in the 
world. You can’t go around the block 
without running into some function 
where they serve caviar, shrimp, steak, 
or something, day in and day out. And 

yet, homeless veterans have no place to 
live, nothing to eat, and are lying on 
grates, freezing to death. Let’s take 
$220 million, help them, take it away 
from paid volunteers, and send the 
right message to America. 

Homeless veterans start showing up 
10 years after they are discharged. Ten 
years after they have served this coun-
try, many times in combat, they start 
showing up. That is why, within the 
past 10 years, the veterans homeless 
problem has increased. They don’t give 
the veterans a fair share of the money 
that is designated for the homeless be-
cause somehow when they move out of 
the service and back into society, they 
slip through the net. Who knows what 
it is? Posttraumatic stress? I don’t 
know. But they are slipping through 
the net. 

This is not meant as a criticism of 
anybody or any agency or anybody 
else. But let’s tighten the net. Let’s re-
thread the net. We can do a lot of re-
threading of the net with that $220 mil-
lion. 

In my State, a veteran from northern 
New Hampshire who needs an MRI has 
to take at least two van trips to have 
this simple test done. That is why we 
need to change that. The median age of 
homeless veterans is 45. It is not a way 
to treat our heroes. 

This is just one small way to try to 
make a difference, one moral lesson to 
send to the people of America, and to 
the children of America, that we are 
not going to fund paid volunteers until 
we fund our Nation’s veterans. Then if 
you want to talk about paid volun-
teers, fine. But at least be honest; let’s 
just call them paid workers instead of 
paid volunteers. 

That is all I am asking for with this 
amendment. That is all I am asking. 

Mr. President, at this point for the 
sake of the RECORD, I ask for the yeas 
and nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I will 

withhold. I see the manager on the 
floor. I am prepared to yield the floor 
or go to a quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is my 
hope that we will be able to have a vote 
on the Smith amendment immediately 
following the Wellstone amendment. 
There are a number of people who want 
to speak. The Senator from Ohio wants 
to speak. I know the Senator from 
Maryland is coming back to speak. But 
that means we only have about 35 min-
utes to get discussion on all of these. 
Since there is no time agreement, we 
depend upon the good graces of our col-
leagues to wrap all of the discussions 
up prior to 2 o’clock. I will then move 
to table the Smith amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I again ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. BOND. I move to table the Smith 

amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not a sufficient second. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I see the 
Senator from Ohio who has been wait-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator withdrawing his motion to 
table? 

Mr. BOND. I withdraw that motion. I 
see the Senator from Ohio is on the 
floor. I will address the amendments 
afterwards. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I again renew my request for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. BOND. I move to table the 
amendment, and ask for the yeas and 
nays and ask that the vote be withheld. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous consent 

that the vote be withheld to follow the 
vote on or in relation to the Wellstone 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 

rise to oppose the amendment to the 
Veterans’ Affairs-HUD appropriations 
bill that was submitted by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

This morning, I had the privilege of 
presiding over the Senate to hear the 
presentation of the Senator from Mis-
souri and the Senator from Maryland 
in what they tried to do to put to-
gether a very fair VA-HUD appropria-
tions bill. 

One of the things that was empha-
sized was the fact that after reviewing 
the needs of this country, particularly 
the health care needs of our veterans, 
they inserted in the appropriations bill 
another $1.1 billion for health care for 
our veterans. Subsequent to that, Sen-
ator BYRD and Senator STEVENS came 
to the floor with an amendment to pro-
vide another $600 million for emer-
gencies. 

The reason I rise to oppose the re-
quest of the Senator from Minnesota 
for another $1.3 billion is the fact that 
we are reaching the end of the appro-
priations cycle. We are getting down to 
the nitty-gritty. The fact is, when any-
one comes to this floor and asks for ad-
ditional money over and above what 
the appropriators have appropriated, 
they should stand and point out where 
the money is going to come from to 
fund whatever it is they are asking for. 

First of all, in this particular case, I 
think the committee did its very best 
to deal forthrightly with the needs of 
our veterans’ health. 

It seems to me from a logic point of 
view, the person who proposed this 
amendment should have laid out clear-

ly where the money, the $1.3 billion, 
was coming from, what programs 
would be cut in order to come up with 
the money or, in the alternative, to ex-
plain which taxes will have to be raised 
to pay for the funding of the program. 
Last but not least, explain that it is 
not coming from Social Security. 

I have noticed around here so many 
of the spending programs ultimately 
would be paid for out of Social Secu-
rity. I believe anyone who looks at 
what the Appropriations Committee 
did in terms of this issue would think 
they did the very best they could under 
the circumstances. No one advocates 
taking money out of Social Security to 
pay for another $1.3 billion for health 
care for our veterans. 

I think we have reached the point 
where we have to come clean on the 
fact that we will have a difficult time 
dealing with this budget. If we are not 
going to dip into Social Security, if we 
are not going to raise taxes, if we are 
not going to be fiscally irresponsible, 
we need to explain how we will be pay-
ing for these additional programs. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
amendment of the Senator from Min-
nesota for the additional $1.3 billion be-
cause the money to pay for that is just 
not there. If we don’t find the money, 
it means we will end up using our So-
cial Security pension funds. 

I remind Members we have a $5.7 tril-
lion debt. Part of that is because over 
the years we continued to use our So-
cial Security funds to pay for things 
for which we weren’t willing to pay. 
Today in this country out of every $1 
we are spending, 14 cents is being paid 
for interest. In fact, we are spending 
more money in this country on interest 
than we pay for Medicare. It is time to 
be fiscally responsible. It is time for 
truth in budgeting. We have a wonder-
ful opportunity in this session of Con-
gress to forthrightly deal for the first 
time in anyone’s memory with the fi-
nancial responsibility of the fiscal 
things we need to do in this country to 
enter the new millennium, in what I 
refer as an ‘‘intellectually honest’’ way 
in terms of our budget. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator from 
Ohio for cogent and knowledgeable 
comments. We appreciate his assist-
ance. I thank the Senator for his state-
ments. 

Let me make a couple of brief points 
about the two amendments before the 
Senate. This year, 51 Senators wrote 
me in support of a $1.7 billion increase 
in the veterans’ medical care budget. 
The budget resolution which passed 
this body assumed a $1.7 billion in-
crease for VA medical care. We have 
worked hard to meet the needs that we 
believe are responsibly identified for 
veterans’ medical care. We would love 
to have more money but we are at the 
end of our available stream of funds. 

We have increased funding for home-
less assistance for the veterans by $40 
million. That is why I cannot support 
either of these amendments. 

With respect to Senator SMITH’s 
amendment, I have had significant con-

cerns about the operations of 
AmeriCorps. I have worked closely 
with the inspector general to clear up 
some of the agency’s management 
problems. There was a problem with $31 
million that was lost. We are very 
much concerned about it. The battle 
over whether we ought to have an 
AmeriCorps program or not is over. It 
has been decided. It is authorized. It is 
funded. It is in place in communities in 
my State and across the Nation. There 
are people who are providing valuable 
services. There is strong support. 

We have attempted to continue 
AmeriCorps at the existing level. We 
did rescind $80 million because the in-
spector general identified that money 
as not needed. However, we have to de-
velop a bill that will be signed by the 
President. The President has already 
threatened to veto any bill that cuts 
AmeriCorps. It is that simple. If you 
want the additional funding we pro-
vided for veterans, the additional $1.7 
billion above the President’s request, 
then we have to have the bill signed. It 
is a rather simple matter. If this bill is 
vetoed over AmeriCorps, then we can’t 
get the money for veterans. To ensure 
that the operations of AmeriCorps are 
properly addressed, we boosted the in-
spector general’s budget from $3 mil-
lion to $5 million to oversee the work 
of AmeriCorps. The concept has al-
ready been approved. It is in place. It is 
ongoing. 

For the information of all Senators, 
we expect to have a vote at 2 o’clock on 
a motion to waive the budget point of 
order, followed by a tabling motion on 
the Smith amendment. We are hoping 
everybody who has first-degree amend-
ments will get them in by 4 o’clock. We 
have not propounded a unanimous con-
sent request. People are busily working 
on amendments. I do not want to dis-
courage Members from doing that. We 
want to see an end to the process. 

I have had a number of colloquies 
provided to me. I appreciate that peo-
ple get them in. Colloquies sometimes 
explain the difficult and complex parts 
of a bill. If a Member has a colloquy 
which they want included, I ask Mem-
bers to get those colloquies in by 5 
o’clock this afternoon. We do have to 
review them. Sometimes we need clear-
ance from the authorizing committee. 
If we are hit with a rush of colloquies 
at the last moment, we may simply not 
be able to deal with them and get them 
read and approved. In order to get col-
loquies in, I hope Members will bring 
them to the ranking member or me 
prior to 5 o’clock to review them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). The Senator from Mary-
land. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator TED 
KENNEDY be added as a cosponsor to 
the Byrd-Bond-Stevens-Mikulski VA 
amendment for $600 million additional 
funds for VA medical care. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this is 

a sad state of affairs. This last amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire is particularly troubling. 
We all agreed that we need to fund vet-
erans’ medical care. We all agreed that 
we needed to fund more. We all agreed 
when we worked in the full committee, 
in the Appropriations Committee, we 
wanted to do more. We had the will but 
we didn’t have the wallet. 

Working on a bipartisan basis, the 
chairman and ranking members of the 
Appropriations Committee found a way 
to add $600 million more to VA medical 
care. It is absolutely a good idea. We 
intend to support it. 

Also, the chairman and ranking 
member, along with Senator BOND and 
myself, know that declaring it an 
emergency is a temporary technique 
because we are in a situation where we 
are operating under such tough spend-
ing caps. 

The Senator from Minnesota has of-
fered an amendment that violates the 
Budget Act because it busts the caps. 
We will oppose that. 

The Senator from New Hampshire, a 
well-known advocate for veterans, a 
staunch supporter for the return of the 
MIAs, now offers an amendment. How-
ever, he takes it out of the Corporation 
for National Service, otherwise known 
as AmeriCorps. This is a sad state of 
affairs, that while we are trying to 
meet the compelling human need of 
our veterans, we are going to further 
reduce a self-help opportunity program 
for higher education, which is exactly 
what our veterans want Members to 
support. I will go into that in a minute. 

I will oppose the amendment of the 
Senator from New Hampshire and sup-
port the tabling motion of the Senator 
from Missouri. Why? Not because I 
don’t want to help veterans; we are 
helping the veterans in this bill. But 
we are now pitting one good program 
against another good program in terms 
of its mission and purpose. Both vet-
erans’ medical and AmeriCorps leave a 
lot to be desired in the management 
area. But at the same time, if we stick 
to the mission, we can continue this 
bill. 

I strongly believe in the importance 
of National Service and voluntarism. I 
helped create the original bill. I believe 
we need to do all we can to maintain 
an opportunity structure for access to 
higher education and also to teach the 
values of the habits of the heart—that 
for every right there is a responsi-
bility, for every opportunity there is 
an obligation. 

The National Service does that. 
Right now, there are 66,000 people who 
have participated in the program. They 
are out there doing very important 
community service, leveraging other 
volunteers. For that, they are earning 
a voucher toward their higher edu-
cation. I do not think anyone can dis-
pute the merits of a program that 
shows for every opportunity there is an 
obligation, for every right there is a re-
sponsibility. That is one of the core 

values for which our vets fought so 
hard. But the corporation has already 
taken a cut in funding. It is now being 
funded below last year’s level and 
below the President’s request. 

The corporation was established to 
enhance those opportunities available 
for national and community service 
and to provide these educational 
awards for those who participate. 
Through the corporation, we help not 
only communities but those who volun-
teer as well. National Service partici-
pants may receive educational awards 
that can be used for full-time or part- 
time education, vocational ed, or job 
training. This is great. I know how 
much the Senator from Ohio believes 
in the great American opportunity 
structure. But this is not a giveaway; 
you have to do sweat equity in the 
community. 

National Service does have its prob-
lems within its organization. Its over-
sight and its management do need to 
be improved. But we should not further 
reduce the funding of National Service; 
we should find a way to deal with the 
spending caps. This program is a suc-
cess, and it must be maintained. 

Earlier today we adopted that 
amendment to increase veterans’ 
health care by $600 million. With this, 
it means that veterans’ health care 
will be funded at $1.7 billion over the 
President’s request. Senator BOND and 
I agree, the President’s request was too 
skimpy. We agree with that. So we 
added in a billion in the committee. 
Now we are adding another $1.6 billion. 
So we believe we are working, as a 
work in progress, to meet the needs of 
veterans’ health care. 

But I do not want to see these 
generational issues here. I do not want 
to see old, sick vets pitted against 
young Americans who are willing to be 
working in disaster relief, tutoring 
people, and also serving the homeless— 
pitted against that. 

Guess one of the other things that 
National Service is doing. We talk 
about it in our own report. The Na-
tional Service volunteers are helping 
the homeless. They also have a par-
ticular outreach program to homeless 
vets. So it should not be either/or. Na-
tional Service right now, as we speak— 
as we speak, there are over 10,000 vol-
unteers providing tutoring in elemen-
tary schools. The Civilian Corps is a 10- 
month program on disaster relief. They 
are right there now in North Carolina. 
They are helping clean up other parts 
of our country. But we are saying no, 
we are not going to fund these pro-
grams because we want to fund vet-
erans’ health care? I think the vets 
would say: We need our health care; we 
need our facilities open, with the best 
of the staff and the supplies and the 
prescription drugs we need. We agree 
with that. But I do not think they 
would want it at the expense of these 
young people. I really do not believe it. 

One of the things National Service is 
doing is not only helping the commu-
nity but it is called values. What do 

our vets stand for? Patriotism. Our 
young people are out there serving 
America. They stand for loyalty. These 
young people are learning loyalty and 
the habits of the heart. 

Our veterans stood for self-sacrifice, 
neighbor helping neighbor, and the de-
fense of the Nation. These young peo-
ple are part of a national defense ef-
fort, eliminating poverty, illiteracy, 
helping the homeless. At the end of 
their 2-year program, they go on to 
school and they get on with their lives. 
Just as the Peace Corps, they are form-
ing alumni associations, and they keep 
on giving, and they keep on recruiting 
people who give, many of whom will 
visit veterans’ nursing homes. 

So let’s not pit one generation of 
Americans against the other. Let’s 
make sure we follow a wise and pru-
dent course to honor our veterans and 
to make sure that our young people 
have access to higher education, earn-
ing a voucher through their own sweat 
equity, but learning the values of the 
greatest generation that ever existed, 
those who fought for us in World War 
II. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I op-

pose the amendment offered by Senator 
SMITH of New Hampshire. I am a strong 
supporter of AmeriCorps and the posi-
tive changes that Corps members have 
made and continues to make in com-
munities across this country 
AmeriCorps members are doing an out-
standing job helping children in 
schools. Over two and one half million 
children have been taught, tutored or 
mentored in the nation’s schools, and 
half a million children have been 
served in after-school programs 
through AmeriCorps. 

AmeriCorps members give a year of 
their life to tackle critical problems 
like literacy, crime and poverty. After 
their year of service, AmeriCorps mem-
bers receive education awards to help 
finance college or pay back students 
loans. AmeriCorps enables its volun-
teers to improve their communities 
while improving themselves. 

In Massachusetts, the Service Alli-
ance distributes $13 million in grants a 
year to more than 200 service and vol-
unteer programs across the state. More 
than 180,000 citizens have contributed 
3.5 million hours of service—mentoring 
young people, helping the homeless, 
and cleaning up neighborhoods. 
Through programs like City Year, 
Habitat for Humanity and Boys and 
Girls Clubs, volunteers have a wide 
choice in activities and are bringing 
their talent and enthusiasm to commu-
nities across the state. 

I urge the Senate to reject this 
amendment and maintain strong bipar-
tisan support for these important pro-
grams. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. BOND. I have an amendment 
that will strike several sections of the 
bill. 

I ask unanimous consent the pending 
amendments be set aside temporarily. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1760 

(Purpose: Strike provisions that would 
amend the Fair Housing Act) 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri (Mr. BOND) pro-

poses an amendment numbered 1760. 
On page 112, strike line 3 and all that fol-

lows through line 4 on page 113. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as you can 
see, it is a simple amendment. It 
strikes sections 427 and 428. They were 
put in the bill to amend the Fair Hous-
ing Act to provide a 72-hour cooling off 
period for newspapers that had been ac-
cused of having published an item that 
was alleged to have been discrimina-
tory. The two major publishers in my 
State and publishers around the coun-
try presented to us what they thought 
was a very unfair situation. We 
thought we could accommodate them 
with this provision in the bill. 

However, Senators KENNEDY and 
HARKIN have raised substantive con-
cerns and pointed out that this amend-
ment would violate rule XVI. I there-
fore offer this amendment to strike 
these provisions so we do not have to 
have a battle over rule XVI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 1760) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, since we 
are nearing 2 o’clock, I ask unanimous 
consent that at 1:55 the Senator from 
Minnesota be recognized to make 2 
minutes of closing statements on his 
amendment, that I be recognized to 
make opposing comments and raise the 
point of order, and that he may ask 
that it be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will take this time to speak. I want to 
make a couple of compelling points for 
my colleagues. 

First, our own Senate Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee has gone on record 
saying, if we really want to fill these 
gaps in veterans’ health care, we re-
quire what this amendment calls for 
above what we have spent, which is $1.3 
billion more. 

Second, I cite as evidence this inde-
pendent budget put together by many 
different veterans organizations. We 
asked the veterans to really look at 
veterans’ health care and come up with 
recommendations. 

Third, I cite as evidence, again, a 
study my office conducted when we 
really could not get good straight in-
formation from the VA, called Vet-
erans Health Care and Fiscal Year 2000 
Budget Flat-Line. 

Fourth, I want to again remind my 
colleagues that all of us, on an amend-
ment in the budget resolution, have 
been on record, in a 99–0 vote, saying 
we ought to make this additional in-
vestment. I think that is extremely im-
portant. 

My second point is, what is at stake? 
We have traveled a long way from 
where this budget once was. The Presi-
dent’s budget was inadequate. I think 
what the House and the Senate were 
doing was inadequate. Colleagues have 
stepped forward. I am glad to see we 
have made some progress. The veterans 
community, I think, has spoken up and 
has made it clear to us that they want 
to see us respond to their needs and the 
circumstances of their lives. 

What I am saying in this amendment 
is that what is at stake is the quality 
of care. It is just simply true. There is 
not enough good care for elderly vet-
erans, and many veterans are living to 
be 80 and 85 years of age. There is not 
enough good care for those veterans 
struggling with posttraumatic stress 
syndrome. The waits for care are too 
long. Too many of our facilities are 
understaffed. I do not know why we 
would not go forward with what we 
have already gone on record saying we 
are committed to. I do not think that 
is acceptable. 

What is being used against this 
amendment is that it is in violation of 
this arcane rule of the Budget Act. But 
I say to my colleagues—this is the 
point I want to make; and I will make 
it in the last 2 minutes if Senator 
JOHNSON is not here—we have, what-
ever it is, $15 billion in surplus. We 
know darn well we are going to be 
breaking these caps and we are going 
to be spending that money. We know 
that. Every single Senator knows we 
are going to be spending that money. 
We are going to be spending that 
money later on. 

When we do that later on, and we in-
vest that money in whatever areas we 
invest in, then you are going to have to 
come back and tell the veterans why 
you voted against this amendment. If 
you do not believe that we are going to 
break the budget caps and spend that 
additional surplus money on some im-
portant domestic needs, then I guess 
you could vote against this amend-
ment. But if you know in your heart of 
hearts what everybody I think in the 
Senate knows, that we are going to 
spend that money, we are going to 
break the caps, then why would you 
want to put veterans at the bottom of 
the list? Why wouldn’t you up front 
vote for the additional resources that 
we need for veterans’ health care? 

I thought maybe we would have an 
up-or-down vote, maybe it would be a 
vote to table the amendment. I did not 
realize we were going to have this 
budget debate. 

But I think now we have two issues. 
No. 1, are we going to follow through 
on the commitment we made to vet-
erans? We are all on record saying we 
need to make this additional invest-
ment. No. 2, are we going to sort of 
play this game, knowing full well we 
are going to spend the surplus, we are 
going to spend this $15 billion surplus? 
We know that. We are going to break 
the caps and do that. 

We have too many glaring needs in 
this country, too many draconian cuts 
that are mean-spirited in their effects 
on many citizens—vulnerable citizens, 
children. Start with children. What are 
we going to cut? Low-income energy 
assistance? Are we going to cut Head 
Start? Early Head Start? Child care? 
What exactly do people think we are 
going to do with these budgets we have 
with these caps? 

I say to my colleagues, you know we 
are going to spend that surplus. And if 
you know that, and later on you are 
going to vote to spend it, as you 
should, on some of these needs, then 
why wouldn’t you vote for it right now 
for veterans? 

This is really a test case about 
whether or not we are going to follow 
through on a commitment. It is also a 
test case not just about a commitment 
to veterans and doing what we need to 
do to get the resources to veterans’ 
health care—I believe so strongly 
about that question—but now I have 
come to believe as strongly about the 
other question, which is: Let’s be hon-
est about this in terms of where we are 
at in this budget process. 

We cannot live within these caps. Our 
appropriators are two great Senators— 
I do not know why the Senator from 
Missouri is wrong on so many issues, 
but he is a darn good Senator, there is 
no question about it—and they are try-
ing to deal with this in housing for vet-
erans. It is a nightmare. So I do not ac-
cept this, even though they are two 
colleagues who I respect. 

I do not accept this argument. I do 
not accept this argument that we are 
going to use this arcane rule, we are 
going to use these caps, we are going to 
use this budget rule as a reason for not 
voting for the investment in resources 
that would make a huge difference in 
the quality of health care for veterans 
in this country, especially when we 
know we are going to go into this sur-
plus and use this surplus on some crit-
ical needs in our country. I am here to 
argue this is a critical need—veterans’ 
health care. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I 
know we have 5 minutes left for 
wrapup. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 

Senator from Minnesota for his kind 
words and note with gratitude that he 
did point out we disagree. This is a 
great relief to many of my constitu-
ents. I thank him for that acknowl-
edgement. 
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But seriously, this very important 

amendment, the Wellstone amend-
ment, would eat into the Social Secu-
rity reserve. It ignores the fact that a 
majority of Members of this body 
wrote me in support of a $1.7 billion in-
crease. I therefore state that the pend-
ing amendment, No. 1747, offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota, increases 
spending in excess of the allocation to 
the Appropriations Committee; there-
fore, I raise a point of order against the 
amendment pursuant to section 302(f) 
of the Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
move to waive the Budget Act. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

think that I can do it in 1 minute be-
cause my colleagues have been gra-
cious enough. 

Again, I cite as evidence our vote on 
the budget resolution calling for this 
additional investment that is in this 
amendment; second, the independent 
budget from the veterans; third, our 
own Senate veterans’ health care com-
mittee, which said we need to spend 
the additional $3 billion, this gets us up 
to that point; fourth, the study where I 
sent a questionnaire out to all the 
VISN directors, when I could not get 
the straight information from the VA 
about the needs; fifth, I translated this 
into human terms, in terms of the not 
adequate care for elderly vets, not ade-
quate care for vets struggling with 
PTSD, not adequate home-based care, 
longer lines than there should be, 
longer waits, not the access to special-
ists. This is important if we want to 
fill these gaps. 

Finally, I say to my colleagues, I am 
being told this violates the budget 
caps, but everybody knows we are 
going to take that $15 billion in surplus 
and spend it. We know that. There are 
too many glaring needs in this coun-
try. If later on you are going to vote to 
spend it on something, then why would 
you put veterans’ needs at the very 
bottom? Why wouldn’t you vote for 
veterans’ health care right now? 

I think we ought to be straight-
forward and honest about what we are 
doing. I think that has to do with the 
budget, but I also think it has to do 
with what we need to do to try to make 
sure veterans’ health care is as high a 
quality as possible. We have a long 
ways to go. This amendment takes us 
far in that direction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Let’s be honest. There 
was a budget surplus. We spent it. It is 
gone. It is done. We had the increased 
spending for defense because we made 
commitments in many areas around 
the world and we have to defend and 
support our fighting men and women 
when we ask them to put their lives on 

the line for us. We have to remedy the 
shortfall that every one of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff said the President’s 
budget has caused. We are spending it 
on agriculture. We approved a $7-plus 
billion ag relief bill that came out of 
this body. It is now in conference. We 
have to put money in for the census. 
We have spent the money. It is gone. 

So what this amendment seeks to do 
is to take an additional $1.3 billion out 
of Social Security. The Senator says 
we have to provide priorities for vet-
erans. We just added $1.7 billion over 
the President’s request for veterans’ 
medical care—the largest increase in 
veterans’ medical care in history—to 
allow expanded care to thousands of 
veterans, initiating new programs for 
veterans, helping homeless veterans, 
providing for inflationary increases, 
enabling the VA to treat the veterans 
who have hepatitis C with a new ther-
apy. 

The Veterans’ Administration is 
making cuts, increasing efficiencies, 
good business practices that will en-
able them to serve more. The money 
we have already provided should assure 
good quality care for the next year in 
the health care facilities for our vet-
erans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter dated April 30, signed by 51 of 
our colleagues, to Chairman STEVENS 
and Senator BYRD asking for the $1.7 
billion to be provided by the Appropria-
tions Committee for veterans’ health. 

There being no objection the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, April 30, 1999. 

Hon. TED STEVENS, 
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR TED AND SENATOR BYRD: We write to 

urge the Appropriations Committee to follow 
the recommendations set forth in the Budget 
Resolution pertaining to the Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA) discretionary health 
care appropriation. 

Veterans’ health care funding has been 
held virtually constant for four years. The 
additional $1.7 billion, recommended by Con-
gress, will allow the Veterans Health Admin-
istration (VHA) to help fulfill the country’s 
obligation to provide health care to our mili-
tary veterans. The funding will also help 
VHA address newly emerging health care 
challenges such as the high incidence of hep-
atitis C among veterans, emergency care, 
technological advances in medicine, and pa-
tient safety, as well as long-term and end-of- 
life care. Additionally, the new funding may 
enable VA to avoid some of the recently an-
nounced personnel reductions that prompted 
the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
to hold a hearing on April 13. 

Once again, America is facing a situation 
that has focused enormous attention on the 
importance of our Armed Forces. These men 
and women, who have answered the call of 
our nation, may someday call on the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs to come to their 
aid. An increase in the VA health care appro-
priations account for FY 2000 will go a long 
way to demonstrate that not only is America 
committed to be there for the veterans of 
today, but we are prepared to handle the vet-
erans of tomorrow as well. 

We believe it is imperative for the future 
viability of the VA health care system that 
the Appropriations Committee follow 
through with the recommendations set forth 
in the Budget Resolution. We look forward 
to working with you and the other members 
of the Committee to achieve this goal. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
Arlen Specter, John D. Rockefeller IV, 

Daniel K. Akaka, Jack Reed, Harry 
Reid, Kent Conrad, Pete V. Domenici, 
Mary L. Landrieu, Trent Lott, Tom 
Daschle, Tom Harkin, Pat Roberts, 
Larry E. Craig, John Edwards, Strom 
Thurmond, John Warner. 

Dianne Feinstein, John F. Kerry, Slade 
Gorton, Patty Murray, Bob Smith, Carl 
Levin, Chuck Grassley, Jim Bunning, 
Bill Frist, Charles Schumer, Peter G. 
Fitzgerald, Richard H. Bryan, Jim Jef-
fords, Barbara Boxer. 

John Breaux, Max Cleland, Russ Fein-
gold, Joe Biden, Patrick Leahy, Rick 
Santorum, Tim Hutchinson, Tim John-
son, Paul Sarbanes, Jeff Bingaman, 
Bob Kerrey, Frank H. Murkowski, Rob-
ert G. Torricelli, Bill Roth. 

Daniel Moynihan, Susan Collins, Paul 
Coverdell, John Chafee, Chuck Hagel, 
Mike Crapo, Jeff Sessions, Olympia 
Snowe. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). All time has expired. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to 
waive the Budget Act in relation to the 
Wellstone amendment No. 1747. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 36, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 285 Leg.] 

YEAS—36 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Campbell 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hutchinson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Murray 

Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Schumer 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—63 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Levin 

Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
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NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
question, the yeas are 36, the nays are 
63. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn not having voted in 
the affirmative, the point of order is 
sustained and the amendment falls. 

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1757 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on agreeing to the mo-
tion to table amendment No. 1757. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 286 Leg.] 
YEAS—61 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Stevens 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—38 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Roth 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 

vote. 
Mr. SARBANES. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1744 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have added as cospon-
sors to amendment No. 1744: Senators 
ROBERTS, ASHCROFT, SNOWE, COLLINS, 
COVERDELL, and HARKIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I yield the floor. 
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

thank the chairman of the appropria-
tions subcommittee, Senator BOND, and 
my colleague and close friend from 
Maryland, the ranking member of the 
VA–HUD appropriations subcommittee, 
Senator MIKULSKI, for their good work 
in developing this bill under extremely 
difficult circumstances. 

All of us should recognize that due to 
the steadfastness of these two Sen-
ators, many important programs that 
had otherwise been scheduled for the 
cutting block, programs that had, in-
deed, been severely damaged by the 
House bill, have been largely preserved 
in the legislation that is before us this 
afternoon. 

My colleagues, Senator BOND and 
Senator MIKULSKI, working with the 
strong support of Senator STEVENS, the 
chairman of the full committee, and 
Senator BYRD, the ranking minority 
member of the full committee, worked 
hard to prevent deep House cuts from 
being carried forward in their bill. 

So I very much appreciate the efforts 
by the chairman and the ranking mem-
ber, for example, to preserve the af-
fordable housing stock and to provide 
tenant protections in cases where own-
ers insist in opting out of their assisted 
housing contracts. That is important 
progress, and I thank them for their 
hard work. 

There is always the ‘‘but.’’ While rec-
ognizing and applauding the work of 
the subcommittee, I do not want to 
lose sight of the continuing, pressing 
affordable housing needs and the ef-
forts that we must continue to make 
beyond the floor consideration of this 
legislation today as a Congress and as 
a nation. 

Today, in the midst of the longest 
peacetime economic expansion in our 
Nation’s history, we are faced with the 
largest number of our citizens facing 
‘‘worst case housing needs.’’ Let me ex-
plain briefly what that phrase means. 
Families with ‘‘worst case housing 
needs’’ are those who pay over half 
their income in rent or live in severely 
substandard housing, housing that fails 
to meet basic standards of safety and 
decency. 

For families paying so much of their 
income for rent, homelessness is only 
one bout of unemployment away. For 
those families, an unexpected medical 
bill brought on by a sick child or an el-
derly parent, a broken down car that 
makes it impossible to get to work, or 
any modest financial disruption in 
life’s routines that most people could 
absorb, any of those activities can lead 
to eviction. Today, there are almost 5.5 
million families who live with this 
sword of Damocles just over their 
heads. 

Work in and of itself is not a solu-
tion. A recent study indicates that peo-

ple working for the minimum wage, a 
full-time working family earning the 
minimum wage, would have to work in 
excess of 100 hours a week at the min-
imum wage in order to pay the rent for 
a two-bedroom apartment. 

In other words—and the HUD statis-
tics support this data—the fastest 
growing segment of the population 
with worst case needs are families. So 
there is this big gap between what 
working at the minimum wage brings 
in and what it costs on average for a 
modest apartment. 

This underscores, in my opinion, the 
need to increase the stock of affordable 
housing. It also underscores, of course, 
the need to address the minimum wage 
as well. But this legislation before us 
now deals with housing. 

We need to increase the stock of af-
fordable housing. The fastest way to do 
that is by funding additional section 8 
rental vouchers. This is very much the 
issue I hope will be addressed in con-
ference. 

Last year, we worked together to au-
thorize 100,000 vouchers for fiscal year 
2000 in the public housing bill. The 
budget the President submitted in-
cluded the 100,000 vouchers in the pro-
posal. In the current year, we funded 
50,000 vouchers. 

I make this point fully understanding 
the constraints under which Senators 
BOND and MIKULSKI worked to bring 
this bill to the floor today. As I have 
indicated, they did a good job within 
those constraints. But it is the respon-
sibility of all of us now to consider how 
we can move beyond those constraints 
so we can start to meet the needs of 
the millions of working families, the 
millions of poor families, and the elder-
ly that desperately need housing as-
sistance just in order to make ends 
meet. I very much hope we can start to 
address this problem in the conference. 
I encourage both of my colleagues to 
place this issue of section 8 rental 
vouchers high on their priority list as 
they go to conference. 

Let me add two other brief points. 
Last year we passed important new 
public housing legislation, working 
successfully in a bipartisan way with 
Senators MACK, BOND, MIKULSKI, and 
D’Amato. That new law holds real pos-
sibilities for strengthening our public 
housing stock by giving more flexi-
bility to local housing authorities 
while at the same time providing im-
portant protections for the poor. To 
make this law work, however, we must 
provide adequate funding. We need to 
give the housing authorities adequate 
operating subsidies to run their pro-
grams effectively on a day-to-day 
basis. 

Furthermore, these housing authori-
ties are public agencies that cannot opt 
out of the program, as many of their 
private counterparts do. We must pro-
vide them the capital necessary to 
maintain and upgrade their units so we 
can begin to build the kind of economi-
cally diverse communities we know are 
healthier for all residents. I very much 
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hope this issue will also be kept in 
mind as my colleagues go to con-
ference. 

Finally, I note my concern with the 
provisions of the bill that eliminate 
the Community Builders Program en-
tirely this coming February. In fact, 
many of these employees are the sole 
HUD workers in various State or local 
HUD offices. Surely, a more measured 
approach to addressing these concerns 
is possible. Eliminating these positions 
will result either in offices being closed 
or HUD being forced to shuffle employ-
ees around in ways that simply may 
not be optimal. From all reports, the 
community builders are doing a good 
job. They have been well received. I 
hope we allow them to continue with 
their efforts. 

In closing, I again thank my col-
leagues for their work on this bill. 
Many improvements were made pos-
sible by their resolve and their many 
efforts even before the bill was marked 
up, but there is still much to be done. 
I look forward to working with both of 
them, and the other members of the 
Appropriations Committee, as the bill 
moves to conference in the hope and 
anticipation that we may be able to 
move beyond some of the constraints 
under which they were laboring and to 
address these issues which I have out-
lined and, certainly, this very pressing 
need for affordable housing all across 
the country. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REED addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-

NING). The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I join my 

colleague, Senator SARBANES, and com-
mend both Senator BOND and Senator 
MIKULSKI for their extraordinary work 
in trying to fashion an appropriations 
bill under very difficult fiscal con-
straints and to meet the demands for 
so many different programs. 

I, too, am concerned that the amount 
of resources devoted to the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development is 
not sufficient to meet the demands for 
all Americans for adequate and safe 
housing. I am also concerned that some 
of the reductions in staffing may im-
pair the operations of HUD in the de-
livery of effective services to Ameri-
cans throughout the country. 

Again, I recognize the extraordinary 
conflicting demands that both Senator 
BOND and Senator MIKULSKI faced and 
the remarkable job they have done in 
fashioning the bill to date. It is my 
hope that as we go into conference, we 
can find additional resources to address 
two critical issues. First and foremost 
is access to affordable housing for all of 
our citizens. There is, in fact, an af-
fordable housing crisis throughout this 
country. The second issue, as I men-
tioned before, is related to the issue of 
staffing at HUD. 

Let me talk about the crisis that 
many Americans face with regard to 
affordable housing. As Senator SAR-
BANES articulated, there is a request 
within the President’s budget for 

100,000 new vouchers that will allow in-
dividuals to move into adequate, de-
cent, and safe housing. It is estimated 
that there are 5.3 million households in 
the United States that suffer from 
worst-case housing needs. These needs, 
as has previously been explained, are 
either the fact that the family is pay-
ing more than 50 percent of their in-
come for housing or that they are liv-
ing in very substandard housing. This 
is not an academic problem anywhere 
in the United States; it is a real prob-
lem. In Rhode Island, for example, it is 
estimated that there are 23,000 families 
suffering worst-case housing needs. 
They are spending a huge amount of 
their income simply to find a place to 
live. Sometimes these places are inad-
equate. Others are in places in which, 
frankly, we would not live, nor would 
we want to see anyone else live. So we 
do have a problem. This problem is 
worsening. 

We used to build affordable housing 
units at a fairly substantial rate. Be-
tween 1979 and 1980, we built a signifi-
cant number of houses. That was a 
trend that had begun all through the 
1970s. In the 1980s, we essentially 
stopped building affordable housing 
throughout this country. In 1995, the 
Government went further and stopped 
issuing any additional rental vouchers 
for needy Americans. So as a result, 
predictably and understandably, we 
have a shortage of decent, affordable 
housing throughout the United States. 

This problem of a lack of supply has 
been further exacerbated by a booming 
economy that is driving up the price of 
everything, including the price of 
houses. So we have limited housing 
stock and increased demands. We have 
accelerating prices. We have families 
that are in crisis. 

Last year we authorized 100,000 new 
vouchers—I commend the leadership 
for doing that—but still there are more 
than 1 million Americans on waiting 
lists for public housing or for section 8 
vouchers. They are not waiting for 
days or weeks; the average waiting 
time for section 8 vouchers in our 
country is 28 months. In most large cit-
ies, the waiting time is much longer. 
For example, in Philadelphia, the wait-
ing time is 11 years. In Cincinnati, it is 
10 years. In Los Angeles, it is 8 years. 
In my own home State of Rhode Island, 
the average waiting time for public 
housing is not quite that severe, but it 
is still 7 months. That is a long time 
for a family to wait to get into public 
housing. In addition, there is a long 
waiting list and waiting period for sec-
tion 8 vouchers. That is estimated to 
be months and months, if not years. 

So we have a problem we have to ad-
dress. In light of this great problem, we 
should this year, once again, authorize 
at a minimum 100,000 new rental assist-
ance vouchers. We haven’t done that. 
We haven’t been able to do that in this 
particular appropriations bill. I hope in 
the conference we can, in fact, achieve 
that objective. Even if we do that, we 
will not be totally satisfying the tre-

mendous housing needs of the Amer-
ican people, but at least it will be an-
other forward step in that appropriate 
march to a goal of adequate, safe, de-
cent, and affordable housing for all of 
our citizens. 

The second issue I will mention is the 
issue of staffing in the Department of 
HUD; in particular, the Community 
Builders Program. My colleague, Sen-
ator SARBANES, mentioned the con-
cerns that I, too, share. This is a pro-
gram which is now, under this legisla-
tion, scheduled to be eliminated. It has 
only been in operation for about a 
year. We haven’t given it a chance to 
operate. If, in fact, we eliminate this 
program, not only will we miss the op-
portunity to truly and effectively 
evaluate this program, we will also 
take away many of the workers who 
are doing all the work in some of the 
regional and district offices of HUD. 
We will effectively impair the ability 
of HUD to deliver their services, and 
that is not something we want to do. 

There are reports already that the 
cuts HUD has made in their staffing— 
and they have been significant over the 
last several years—have reached a 
point where both GAO and the IG at 
HUD are questioning whether or not 
HUD has reduced too many employees. 
In this context, where they have al-
ready made significant reductions and 
where we have a new program that 
shows some promise, although there 
has been some criticism, I think it is 
premature to eliminate the Commu-
nity Builders Program. 

I hope we will study it carefully, 
evaluate it objectively, make changes, 
if necessary, but certainly not at this 
juncture eliminate a program that de-
serves, I think, additional time to 
prove its worth and merit. 

Let me conclude by thanking Sen-
ators BOND and MIKULSKI for their ex-
traordinary work. Also, I will work 
with them over the next several weeks 
and months in conference to see if we 
can find and dedicate these resources 
to addressing many of the issues I have 
raised. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Maryland, Mr. 
SARBANES, and the Senator from Rhode 
Island, Mr. REID, for their com-
pliments. I particularly want to thank 
the Senator from Maryland, my very 
dear and esteemed colleague. We have 
a wonderful alignment in Maryland 
with Senator SARBANES, the ranking 
member on authorizing and I on hous-
ing appropriations. I thank him for all 
of the work he has done in terms of our 
housing and our urban economic devel-
opment initiatives, and also for being 
concerned to make sure that HUD 
serves not only urban America but our 
rural and suburban communities as 
well. I thank him for his steadfast be-
lief that the American dream is home 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:12 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S22SE9.REC S22SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11229 September 22, 1999 
ownership and for his desire to promote 
home ownership. I am particularly 
grateful for that, and we have done 
that in this bill. Also, he is a champion 
for the homeless, which, again, I be-
lieve we address in this bill. 

Then there is the in-between group, 
those people working for self-help, 
working very hard to move from wel-
fare to work. They often qualify while 
they are working for certain subsidies, 
be they food stamps and, in some cases, 
section 8 housing, essentially making 
work worth it. If you are willing to 
work hard every day, we are willing to 
at least subsidize housing for you and 
your family. So his presentation about 
the need for more section 8 vouchers, I 
believe, was an excellent one and one 
with which I am in complete agree-
ment. 

I say to my colleague from Maryland 
that this bill is a work in progress. To 
be able to find an offset or a new rev-
enue stream to meet the need for new 
vouchers now and to be able to sustain 
them in the future is a set of actions I 
wish to take. I am working closely 
with the administration to find an off-
set that would be both reliable and sus-
tainable, and I look forward to our con-
tinued working relationship. I welcome 
his ongoing support and collaboration. 
Again, this bill is a work in progress. I 
really do thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
begin where others have also begun by 
complimenting the distinguished chair 
and ranking member. They have an ex-
traordinary working relationship. They 
are excellent partners in moving this 
important bill. I commend them both 
for their work. 

This has not been easy, especially 
this year, but they have demonstrated 
once again what happens when two 
people of intelligence and determina-
tion can work together to achieve the 
product that we have before us. I cer-
tainly hope that our colleagues will 
recognize that work and will be as sup-
portive as I hope we can be on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

If there is one area where I hope we 
can take another look in conference it 
is section 8 and the question of public 
housing. The affordable housing crisis, 
as many know, is now at record levels. 
But we are in a situation where very 
little is available in the form of new 
vouchers to deal with millions of chil-
dren and senior citizens who are cur-
rently at risk, not because we don’t 
have the desire but because we haven’t 
had the resources. 

We have considered the demand for 
section 8 housing. We have looked at 

public housing in many ways but have 
not funded it adequately because we 
have felt the need to fund other prior-
ities. In fact, we have used section 8 as 
an offset to fund other programs. That 
offset has now been completely de-
pleted. 

But 5.3 million American households 
suffer from the worst-case housing sit-
uations—defined as paying more than 
50 percent of their income in rent or 
living in substandard conditions. I be-
lieve Senator SARBANES mentioned 
that. 

In my home State of South Dakota, 
the average waiting list for public 
housing is now 9 months for section 8. 
It is a very serious problem even in a 
rural State such as ours where one 
wouldn’t think that the availability of 
public housing is nearly as much of a 
problem as it might be in some of the 
larger cities. 

But we have seen a half decade of a 
budget freeze on housing assistance. 
From 1977 to 1994, the number of HUD- 
assisted households grew by 2.6 mil-
lion—an average of 204,000 additional 
households each year from 1977 through 
1983, and an additional 107,000 house-
holds per year from 1984 to 1994. But in 
1995 we saw a reversal of that policy— 
a freeze on new housing vouchers de-
spite the growing need. 

In 1999, we saw the first new vouchers 
in 5 years. The President has made a 
modest request for fiscal year 2000 of 
100,000 for this year. Last year we made 
available 50,000 new section 8 vouchers, 
the first in 5 years. In my own State, 
again, 321 families would receive sec-
tion 8 assistance with appropriations of 
100,000 new vouchers. To provide no 
new vouchers is, frankly, a flaw in 
what is otherwise a very important 
bill. I hope we can begin to work on it 
much more constructively. 

In some areas, housing costs have 
risen faster than incomes of low-in-
come working families. In addition, 
due to the aging and gentrification of 
older housing, the number of affordable 
rental units has actually declined. 

The section 8 housing voucher pro-
gram clearly provides one of the only 
means—if not the only means—to sub-
sidize the rents of apartments that 
families locate on the private rental 
markets. They don’t give families a 
free ride. I think everyone hopefully 
understands that. There is no free ride 
for families. They still must find the 
resources to pay between 30 and 40 per-
cent of their incomes for rent. They 
have to take some responsibility in 
their own right. Without vouchers, 
many low-income working families 
simply are unable to secure affordable 
housing. 

Another problem, of course, related 
to public housing and section 8 housing 
is the Community Builder Program. 
The bill currently would require the 
firing of 410 HUD employees, which 
would eliminate local service in almost 
two dozen communities, including 
South Dakota. That also would be a 
problem. 

I realize our distinguished colleagues 
had to make some very tough choices. 
I applaud them for making many of the 
choices they did and coming up with as 
fair and comprehensive a bill as we 
have before the Senate. I intend to sup-
port it strongly and enthusiastically. I 
do hope, though, when we get to con-
ference, we can address the section 8 
and public housing programs. I believe 
that is the one area where, as good as 
this bill is, we still can demonstrate 
real progress. 

Failing that, I am very concerned 
about the implication for housing for 
low-income people across this country, 
in South Dakota, in rural areas, as well 
as in urban areas that I know are com-
monly associated with public housing 
programs. This is not just an urban 
problem; it is a rural problem as well. 
I know the distinguished ranking mem-
ber understands that and is very 
knowledgeable and cognizant of that 
issue and problem. I hope we can do 
better in resolving it once we get to 
conference. 

I congratulate my colleagues and 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I add an-
other cosponsor to amendment No. 
1744. I ask that Senator ABRAHAM be 
added. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me first 
thank the distinguished minority lead-
er for his kind comments. I share his 
concern about the availability of af-
fordable housing. At an appropriate 
time, I want to discuss some of the 
problems in a little more detail. I rec-
ognize his concern and the concerns 
raised by the Senator from Maryland, 
the Senator from Rhode Island, and 
others. There is a bigger problem, and 
we will discuss that later. 

We have been in quorum calls for al-
most the last hour. We have an amend-
ment Senator MIKULSKI will offer 
shortly on behalf of Senator INOUYE. 
However, we are open for business. This 
is daylight. This is a good time to 
present amendments, to argue amend-
ments, with great coverage. Everybody 
is paying attention; everybody is 
awake. We beg and plead with our col-
leagues to come down and get going so 
we can finish this up at an early hour. 

I see the distinguished junior Senator 
from North Carolina who wants to 
share some views on the very serious 
problem caused by the hurricane in his 
State. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak up to 10 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HURRICANE FLOYD 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I am 
here to talk about the terrible devasta-
tion that has occurred in my State of 
North Carolina, which most of my col-
leagues, I know, are aware of, and to 
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give them an update on a report I gave 
last week. 

The people of North Carolina are suf-
fering in a way they have never suf-
fered before. This is absolutely the 
worst disaster that has ever hit the 
State of North Carolina. There has 
been tragedy, and there have been acts 
of heroism. It has been an extraor-
dinarily difficult situation, particu-
larly for the people of eastern North 
Carolina. Thus far, we have 37 con-
firmed deaths as a result of the hurri-
cane. We have four additional North 
Carolinians at this point presumed 
dead. We expect, as the waters recede, 
as FEMA officials and other local folks 
are able to get into houses that have 
been covered by water, that we will 
find additional North Carolinians who 
have lost their lives as a result of this 
flood. Let me give one example. 

We have one entire family that was 
wiped out by this flood—six members 
of the family. This happened in Pine-
tops, NC, which is one of the worst hit 
areas of eastern North Carolina. Ben 
and Vivian Mayo, Keisha Mayo, and 
Cabrina and Destiny Flowers were all 
killed as they tried to escape in a small 
boat but the boat capsized. Yesterday, 
rescue team members who were work-
ing in the area discovered another 
member of the family, Teshika, who 
was 50 feet from her grandparents’ 
home at the time of her death. She was 
5 years old. That is six members of this 
family who died in the course of this 
hurricane. This is a terrible tragedy. I 
ask all of my colleagues and the Amer-
ican people as a whole to please give 
their thoughts and prayers to these 
families as they go through an extraor-
dinarily difficult time. 

We had business losses that we have 
never had in the history of North Caro-
lina. An example is Jamie Milliken’s 
family who operated an electric supply 
company in Brunswick County. As a 
result of the flood, they have lost $2 
million worth of merchandise. They 
had no flood insurance. Some of the 
hardest hit businesspeople in eastern 
North Carolina are the farmers. 

The bottom line is—and I will talk in 
a little more detail about this in a few 
minutes—there are many farmers in 
eastern North Carolina who will be put 
out of business. They were already 
struggling, already having a very dif-
ficult time making ends meet. This has 
been a year where they have been hit 
and hit again: Hit by drought, hit by 
low crop prices, hit by low livestock 
prices. And then, when they are tee-
tering on the edge, they get the final 
nail in the coffin, which is the effect of 
this hurricane on their businesses and 
on their farms. The effect has been dev-
astating. 

We have also had enormous problems 
with housing and homelessness. The 
truth is, we have people who are des-
perate. For example, we got a call in 
my office from a mother whose daugh-
ter is stranded in New Hanover County, 
where Wilmington is located. She lost 
everything: Her home, her car, all of 

her possessions, and her job. Her moth-
er says her daughter has absolutely no 
idea how she will go about rebuilding 
her life and she can’t stop crying. 
Every time she calls her, she is crying. 
She has no idea how she will deal with 
the situation. 

We have about 10,000 people in east-
ern North Carolina who still remain in 
shelters, who cannot get to their 
homes because of the floodwaters, and 
they have nowhere to go except the 
shelters. Mr. President, 50,000 homes 
have been affected by this hurricane. 
We expect that number actually to go 
up as we have more time to go in and 
see what damage has been caused. 

I might add, I spoke with the Direc-
tor of FEMA, James Lee Witt, a bit 
ago. He pointed out to me something 
that the people in North Carolina have 
already thought about. When the flood-
waters recede, because the water has 
been contaminated by a variety of 
things, including wastewater treat-
ment plants being flooded, including 
dead livestock, including any of a vari-
ety of things, the water is contami-
nated that has gone into people’s 
homes. When that water recedes, folks 
are going to want to go home. They 
have been out of their homes for a long 
time now, living in shelters. They will 
want to go home. The problem is, their 
houses will be contaminated. They will 
have enormous health threats as a re-
sult of the contamination caused by 
the floodwaters. We will be confronted 
with a situation of trying to decon-
taminate the houses, and in some cases 
that may be impossible. It may be re-
quired that the houses simply be torn 
down and rebuilt. 

I might add, many of these people 
whose houses have been flooded had no 
flood insurance. To be fair to them, 
they had no reason to have flood insur-
ance. They didn’t live in a floodplain. 
They didn’t live in an area that had 
ever been flooded. They had no reason 
to believe their homes would ever be 
flooded. They are the victims of this 
hurricane. 

Water supplies. We have thousands of 
people in eastern North Carolina who 
have no clean water. Many people who 
had wells as the source of their drink-
ing water, the water they use on their 
farm, the water they use to bathe—the 
wells are gone. 

In Greenville, which is probably the 
largest city in eastern North Carolina, 
they are facing an entire shutdown of 
their water supply due to a break in 
the water main. If this occurs, every 
restaurant, every business, will have to 
close and it will affect every resident 
in the area. 

We have about 120 million gallons of 
hog waste caused by broken and flood-
ed lagoons spilling into floodwaters. 
Water is flowing directly from our sew-
age systems into these floodwaters, 
which are contaminating homes, con-
taminating businesses, contaminating 
farms. 

We also have a problem with our 
roads. We have more than 900 roads 

that have been washed out where floods 
have been recorded. One example of 
this is Interstate 95. You can just see 
the extent to which Interstate 95 has 
been flooded. It is totally impassable. 
We still have, I might add, many sec-
tions of Interstate 95 and Interstate 40 
which are still impassable. We have 10 
bridges that have been destroyed dur-
ing the course of this. 

I mentioned earlier our farms and 
our agriculture in eastern North Caro-
lina. These folks have been devastated. 
They have been through extraor-
dinarily difficult times. Now the bot-
tom line is their farms are underwater. 

Just some examples of the crop losses 
we expect to be incurred: Cotton, we 
expect to lose 80 percent of the cotton 
crop in North Carolina; soybeans, 75 to 
80 percent; peanuts, 75 to 80 percent; 
sweet potatoes, to date, about 25 per-
cent of that crop has been harvested. 
We expect to lose anywhere from 75 to 
80 percent and possibly greater of the 
sweet potato crop. Mr. President, 50 
percent of the tobacco crop, which we 
all know is an enormously important 
economic crop in North Carolina, has 
been lost. 

Livestock: I just finished meeting a 
few minutes ago with livestock farm-
ers, hog farmers from eastern North 
Carolina, and they have been totally 
devastated. They have virtually no in-
surance. A lot of these farms have lost 
many thousands of dollars. In fact, the 
average amount of equipment that is 
located on these farms is worth 
$500,000. That equipment is not insured 
and it has been largely destroyed be-
cause the people had to leave their 
farms so quickly when the water start-
ed to rise. There have been more than 
100,000 hogs that have been drowned so 
far; about 3 million poultry. Wide-
spread starvation is facing many of the 
animals that still are in eastern North 
Carolina because they are cut off from 
feed sites and they are cut off from res-
cue efforts. 

The fishing industry has suffered a 
great deal so far, and they are going to 
continue to suffer. Many fishermen 
have lost their boats, and we expect 
many of the environmental results of 
this hurricane’s devastation in eastern 
North Carolina to cause problems with 
our fishing reserves for many years to 
come. 

Finally, debris and contaminated 
water has done enormous damage to 
the soil of eastern North Carolina, of 
which our farmers are so proud and 
have relied upon for so long. 

I can show just a couple of other ex-
amples of the flooding that exists in 
eastern North Carolina. Many folks 
have seen these photographs from some 
of the television stories. But here is an 
example of the level of the flooding in 
a rural area in eastern North Carolina. 
These are people who never had water 
on their property. They never had any 
notion they had to be worried about 
that. 

Here is an example of what I saw 
when I traveled this past weekend over 
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eastern North Carolina. What is shown 
in this photograph I saw all over east-
ern North Carolina. You can see that it 
is not just flooding. The flooding is up 
to the roofs of these houses and it is 
extensive and you see it over and over 
and over. It is all over the areas of 
eastern North Carolina. Can you imag-
ine the folks who spent their lives liv-
ing in these homes and the devastation 
this has created for them? Everything 
they own and spent their lives putting 
together is in these homes that have 
been flooded. 

Finally, I made mention of the farm-
ing operations. Here is a farm in east-
ern North Carolina. Everything we see 
underwater in these sections is all 
farmland; all had crops on them, all a 
total loss, 100 percent total loss. This 
scene is repeated over and over. I spent 
hours in a helicopter going over east-
ern North Carolina and landing in var-
ious places. I can’t tell you the human 
tragedy associated with this for people 
who have spent their lives here. For 
these folks who farm this land and who 
live in eastern North Carolina, this is 
not just a place they live. This is a way 
of life for them, and they have now lost 
it. This is something that is going to 
be difficult, if not impossible, for the 
people of eastern North Carolina to 
ever recover from. 

Having said all of this, there are a 
number of people we need to thank be-
cause the reality is there have been 
and there will continue to be acts of 
heroism as a result of this catastrophe 
in eastern North Carolina. 

First, FEMA; FEMA has done an ex-
traordinary job so far. I expect them to 
continue to do an extraordinary job. 
Their Director, James Lee Witt, has 
been on top of this problem. He has 
been in regular contact with all the 
people who are involved, including my-
self and Governor Hunt. The American 
Red Cross has been omnipresent in 
eastern North Carolina and will con-
tinue to be so. They have done a won-
derful job. 

The Salvation Army and the Marine 
Corps have done a wonderful job. The 
Army, the troops who are located in 
eastern North Carolina, the Coast 
Guard, the Navy, the National Guard 
have all worked extraordinarily hard 
to deal with this problem. 

I might add, our mayors and our 
State and local officials have done a 
wonderful job. I include in that group 
our Governor, Jim Hunt, who has been 
on top of this situation from the very 
beginning. I am proud of the job he has 
done. 

I am also proud of the job that has 
been done by many of the folks in east-
ern North Carolina. The bottom line is 
North Carolina has been devastated in 
a way that we have never been dev-
astated before. We have people who are 
struggling, who are confronting situa-
tions they never in their lifetimes 
thought they would have to confront. 
People’s lives have been lost, people’s 
futures have been lost, and their busi-
nesses have been lost. There are farm-

ers who spent their lives farming this 
land who will have a very difficult time 
getting back to the place where they 
can farm their land again. 

What we ask is simply for the pray-
ers and support of my colleagues in the 
Senate and of the American people be-
cause the reality is we are in a difficult 
situation. We need their help. We know 
the American people will respond in 
the way they always have to this kind 
of tragedy, which is to support us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me ex-
press my gratitude to the Senator from 
North Carolina for outlining the tragic 
situation he faces in his State. As one 
who has faced similar circumstances in 
my State, seeing nothing but the tops 
of flooded buildings, I can tell you I 
was very grateful for then-chairman of 
the committee, Senator MIKULSKI, who 
came to my State and worked with us 
during the floods of 1993. I know there 
is nothing more important to these 
people who have lost everything than 
to know that somebody is trying. 
There is no way we can make them 
whole. We intend to see that FEMA 
meets their needs. 

I have already discussed with the 
senior Senator of North Carolina some 
of the needs. I assure both Senators 
that we on the committee will do what-
ever is necessary to make sure FEMA 
has the resources needed. We believe 
they have adequate reserves right now, 
but we are going to continue to work 
on this problem and follow FEMA’s ac-
tivities. We look forward to working 
with the Senators from North Carolina 
to make sure we do have adequate re-
sources available. 

I join with the Senator from North 
Carolina in saying we appreciate and 
congratulate James Lee Witt and the 
entire FEMA operation for what ap-
pears to be a very prompt response to 
a disaster situation. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am 
grateful for the courtesy of the distin-
guished manager of the bill, Mr. BOND, 
for his willingness to work with me to 
make sure that FEMA is fully prepared 
to respond to the needs of victims of 
flooding caused by Hurricane Floyd. I 
do not exaggerate when I say that 
North Carolina is facing the worst 
flooding in its history. 

There is no need for me to catalogue 
the details of the enormous suffering 
caused by this storm because I know 
that Senators understand and share my 
dismay in hearing the incredible dam-
age reports still coming in from my 
home state. I am so very grateful for 
the kind words of my colleagues who 
have told me they are thinking of—and 
praying for—the people of Eastern 
North Carolina, and I know they join 
in pledging that the federal govern-
ment will do its part to alleviate their 
suffering. 

So, Mr. President, I genuinely appre-
ciate Senator BOND’s efforts to assure 
that FEMA is currently funded at a 
level to respond to the developing situ-

ation in Eastern North Carolina. I hope 
it is understood that this is a serious 
and ongoing situation and that state 
and local officials are still scrambling 
to grasp the enormity of the loss to life 
and property. North Carolinians have 
become gratefully familiar with the 
splendid work FEMA does in the wake 
of natural disasters, but our famili-
arity does not minimize the heartfelt 
gratitude we feel for the dedicated pub-
lic servants who are helping the vic-
tims of flooding. 

I have the utmost faith in Senator 
BOND and his fine staff, and I appre-
ciate their willingness to consider any 
additional needs that FEMA may iden-
tify as this bill goes to Conference. At 
the same time, I certainly understand 
that there will be an effort to make an 
accurate accounting of the funding—if 
any—that FEMA needs and I pledge 
that I do not intend to make unreason-
able demands upon appropriators. It is 
important that we do not act heed-
lessly in our understandable haste to 
help those in desperate need, and I will 
certainly make every effort to make 
sure that any aid requested is genu-
inely necessary. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I certainly 
appreciate the diligence of Senator 
HELMS and his willingness to work 
with me as we both seek to make sure 
FEMA is ready to help the victims of 
Hurricane Floyd. I know how deeply he 
cares for his constituents, and I join 
him in sending my thoughts to the peo-
ple of Eastern North Carolina—as well 
as those suffering in other affected 
states—as they begin the hard work of 
recovering from this very serious nat-
ural disaster. 

I certainly intend to work with him 
every step of the way to make sure 
that FEMA has the financial resources 
it needs to continue the important 
work already underway in North Caro-
lina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I, too, 
wish to, first of all, express my support 
for the people of North Carolina. I be-
lieve the way we express our support 
and our concern is not only with kind 
words, which we would like to say 
many, but with deeds. Right now 
James Lee Witt and other emergency 
management people are responding 
with gallantry and are trying to get a 
swift assessment of damage. We want 
to work with you, Senator HELMS and 
Governor Hunt, to really be able to get 
emergency assistance to the commu-
nities and to do it in a way that is 
swift, helpful, and also affordable. 

I, too, have been hit by damage in my 
State. Senator BOND is right. One of 
the first things we did together was to 
be in Missouri because they had been 
hit by floods. A short time later we 
were hit by ice storms and floods. 

You know what is so heartbreaking: 
After the floods and the waters come, 
then the water goes down, and you just 
see broken dreams, the hard work of 
lifetimes just washed away. You go 
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into a home, and there is the tattered 
photograph of the wedding picture, 
there is the mud-saturated picture of 
the graduation, and the appliances 
when you open the door. I think what 
I remember also, most of all, in addi-
tion to the tears, is the mud, the smell, 
and so on. 

The first thing is that it breaks your 
heart. We want to make sure it does 
not break their pocketbook. That is 
what we can work on. 

Hurt hearts. I believe the people of 
North Carolina will have so many com-
munal ways that those hearts will be 
healed. But the immediate thing we 
can do is to make sure that the devas-
tation to the pocketbook is not perma-
nent and that they have the oppor-
tunity to restore a way of life. 

So I just say to the Senator from 
North Carolina, Mr. EDWARDS, that he 
is not alone nor are those thousands 
and thousands of people. We have been 
thinking about you. We have been 
praying for you. Our hearts are filled 
with sadness that people have lost 
their lives. We really do not want to 
see the loss of their way of life. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Will the Senator 
yield for a moment? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes. 
Mr. EDWARDS. I want to take a mo-

ment to thank the Senator from Mary-
land and the Senator from Missouri for 
their very kind comments. I know they 
will, as they always have, step to the 
front and help the folks in North Caro-
lina who need help so desperately. 

I would add to that, I say to Senator 
BOND, that Senator HELMS is working 
very hard, the senior Senator from 
North Carolina, on this problem. He 
and I have talked about it on a couple 
of occasions already. We will continue 
to talk about it. He is working very 
hard on this problem. So is our Gov-
ernor. 

We appreciate very much your help 
and support. I appreciate your 
thoughts and prayers. This is one of 
those times where we need all the help 
and support we can get, I can promise 
you. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
f 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000—Continued 

Mr. BOND. I am prepared to enter 
into a colloquy with the distinguished 
Senator from Maine who has a matter 
of great importance in her State. 

Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me 

begin by praising the terrific work 
done by the Senator from Missouri and 
the Senator from Maryland in putting 
together this appropriations bill. I 
know a lot of the issues are very dif-

ficult. They have worked together in a 
bipartisan way to come up with a bill 
that is responsible fiscally and yet 
meets some urgent needs of many peo-
ple in our Nation. I commend them 
both for their efforts in this regard. 

I appreciate the Senator from Mis-
souri giving me this opportunity to en-
gage him in a discussion on an issue of 
great importance to Maine and the Na-
tion as a whole. That is the issue of 
providing fair Federal assistance to our 
homeless men, women, and children, 
regardless of where they live. Senator 
BOND and Senator MIKULSKI have been 
leaders in addressing housing issues af-
fecting underserved and vulnerable 
populations, especially our Nation’s 
homeless population. 

Under their leadership, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment homeless assistance grants have 
increased from $823 million in fiscal 
year 1998 to $975 million in fiscal year 
1999. I am very pleased to note that the 
appropriations bill that is before us 
now would further increase funding for 
vital homeless assistance grants by 
providing a little more than $1 billion 
for these critical programs. 

Senator BOND’s continued dedication 
to this vital and often forgotten issue 
has served the public well, as has the 
commitment of the Senator from the 
State of Maryland. I salute them for 
their effort to direct the funding of the 
resources to those most in need. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator from 
Maine for her kind words. I know of her 
personal commitment to helping the 
homeless. I strongly support these im-
portant programs which do benefit the 
homeless men and women in America. I 
hope we can come up with a permanent 
solution to homelessness, especially for 
those persons with mental disabilities. 

Ms. COLLINS. Although Congress 
has done a good job in recognizing the 
need for more funding in this area to 
serve this very vulnerable population, I 
have become extremely concerned 
about the process that the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development has 
used to award a particular kind of 
homeless grant, and that is the con-
tinuum of care grant. This has been a 
real problem in my State, and I suspect 
the Senator from Missouri has heard 
from other States as well. 

Mr. BOND. Unfortunately, we have 
had a number of Members express to us 
their concern about the continuum of 
care grant award process. Many believe 
that the HUD process has proven to be 
confusing for applicants and perhaps 
even incomprehensible to anyone out-
side the HUD compound. 

Ms. COLLINS. I note that has been 
exactly the very unfortunate experi-
ence in my State. Let me give you a 
little background. 

The needs of the homeless population 
in Maine have increased in recent 
years. Often when we think of the 
homeless, we think of large cities. In 
fact, there are homeless people 
throughout this Nation, including in 
rural States such as Maine. 

From 1993 to 1996, Maine’s homeless 
population grew by almost 20 percent. 
It is estimated that more than 14,000 
people are homeless in my home State 
today. Despite this great and growing 
need, however, the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development de-
nied both the applications from the 
State of Maine for continuum of care 
funding last year. In effect, the HUD 
competitive homeless assistance fund-
ing distributed to the State of Maine 
went from $3.7 million to zero. You can 
imagine the impact on my State. 

Moreover, we were stunned by HUD’s 
decision because Secretary Cuomo, in 
1998, had awarded Maine’s programs 
with the HUD ‘‘best practices’’ awards 
of excellence. 

A vigorous public campaign by people 
in Maine and repeated efforts by the 
congressional delegation ultimately 
compelled HUD to provide $1 million to 
the city of Portland to renew certain 
projects. This money, though wel-
comed, was far from sufficient to allow 
the State to meet the needs of its 
homeless population. 

That is the experience I wanted to 
share with the Senator from Missouri 
and the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. BOND. What happened to Maine, 
and other States, in the competitive 
award process simply should not have 
occurred. To me, it is quite puzzling. 
As many of us know, the problem of 
rural homelessness is complicated; it is 
pervasive. I live in a rural area. Rural 
areas have higher poverty rates and a 
higher percentage of the population 
living in inadequate housing, which are 
key factors contributing to homeless-
ness. Providing service to the rural 
homeless is not easy. It is complicated 
by distance, isolation, and lack of ef-
fective communication. 

Ms. COLLINS. It seems to me that 
HUD needs to understand the impact 
on the homeless, on the very people we 
are trying to serve, of simply shutting 
States out from the housing award 
process. HUD needs to take greater 
care to work with States where funding 
may be in peril in order to ensure that 
we are not hurting the homeless people 
of our Nation. 

Contrary to what HUD seems to 
think, homeless men and women do not 
disappear. Their needs do not disappear 
when funding is cut off. In fact, their 
desperate needs still exist. 

To address these problems, I have in-
troduced a Senate bill which would re-
quire a minimum distribution of con-
tinuum of care homeless assistance 
funding to each State. I realize that I 
cannot offer that on this bill because of 
the rule XVI issue, but I hope the 
chairman and the ranking minority 
member will agree with me that this is 
an important issue. 

Would the chairman agree that the 
goal of HUD should be to make every 
effort to ensure that every State can 
receive some homeless grant funding 
because every State has homeless peo-
ple, unfortunately? 

Mr. BOND. I certainly agree with the 
sentiments expressed by the Senator 
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from Maine. I am very sympathetic to 
the intent of the bill. As she has point-
ed out, we are not able to accept it on 
this bill. But I do look forward to 
working with the Senator from Maine, 
and the many other Senators who ex-
pressed their concerns, to ensure that 
HUD does meet the homeless needs of 
every State. 

In the past, I have been a strong sup-
porter of using block grant approaches 
to the States, which I think can best 
serve the needs of the homeless. We 
look forward to working with the Sen-
ator and the authorizing committee to 
solve the current HUD award process 
problems. 

I thank the Senator from Maine for 
bringing this very real and very com-
pelling problem to our attention. I as-
sure her we will continue to work to 
resolve the problem. 

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The Senator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, a 

comment on the remarks made by the 
junior Senator from Maine. I, too, 
share her concern to ensure that the 
needs of the homeless are recognized, 
and we try to do that in our bill. As she 
knows, under this bipartisan coalition, 
we increased funding for the homeless 
by $45 million. We have to talk about 
not only more but how it is distrib-
uted. 

I share the Senator’s concern about 
the rural homeless because it is not 
only isolated but it is often invisible 
because of distance and the very cul-
ture of small towns and also, I might 
add, in Maine, that Yankee spirit of 
‘‘we take care of our own,’’ not wanting 
‘‘to turn to charity,’’ yet at the same 
time facing very rugged winters, some 
of which now, with fall weather, are on 
their way. So when we think about 
Maine, it is not all L.L. Bean catalogs 
and fall foliage. It is some very serious 
problems. 

We want to work with the Senator on 
it. Know that we face some of these 
same rural issues in our own home 
States. I thank the Senator for bring-
ing even more heightened visibility in 
our debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I thank 
both my colleagues for their assur-
ances. I hope we have sent a very clear 
signal to HUD that it needs a funding 
process that ensures the needs of our 
homeless men and women and children, 
no matter where they live, are being 
met. It is particularly important in a 
State such as Maine, where our winters 
can be quite severe, that we provide 
that kind of shelter and assistance in 
helping people not only get a bed for 
the night but to put their lives back 
together. 

I thank my colleagues very much for 
their assistance in this matter, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I begin my 
brief comments this afternoon by com-

plimenting our colleagues, Senators 
BOND and MIKULSKI, for a fine piece of 
work on this legislation under what 
were less than ideal circumstances, I 
am sure. I know they have labored long 
and hard to craft a bill that will meet 
the needs of our fellow constituents 
across the country. I, for one, appre-
ciate their labors. 

I rise in the spirit of making this 
product even better. In particular, I 
rise in support of what I understand 
will be an amendment offered by Sen-
ator KERRY in the area of section 8 
housing. I do so not only because I be-
lieve the merits of his amendment war-
rant our support, but also because I be-
lieve the American dream of quality af-
fordable housing should be extended to 
every citizen across our country be-
cause I believe in the emphasis that we 
have been placing upon personal re-
sponsibility. Along with that must go 
the tools to ensure that every person 
has a chance to make personal respon-
sibility become successful, and no one 
can deny that quality affordable hous-
ing is one of those basic building 
blocks of opportunity in our society. 

Finally, I rise in support of this pro-
spective amendment because I believe 
in fiscally responsible solutions to the 
challenges that face America. Few can 
argue that quality affordable housing 
is a challenge that continues to face 
our great country. 

For well nigh a generation, there was 
a bipartisan consensus across our land 
for quality affordable housing for all 
Americans. This consensus was inter-
rupted in 1995, when additional section 
8 housing opportunities were frozen in 
place after more than 2 million Ameri-
cans had been helped over the previous 
18 years. Starting this fiscal year, we 
began to see a thaw in the freeze, but 
unfortunately the legislation now be-
fore this body would reinstitute that 
freeze. It is ironic that at a time of un-
paralleled prosperity for so many 
Americans we should see a freezing of 
the opportunities in the area of afford-
able housing. While 1 million elderly 
are finding themselves in a position 
where more than 50 percent of their 
disposable income is spent on rent or 
substandard housing, 2 million families 
with children find themselves in this 
position. More than 22,000 Hoosier fam-
ilies in my capital city of Indianapolis 
alone find themselves in a position of 
devoting a majority of their household 
income to rent or to substandard hous-
ing. 

As we gather, 1 million Americans 
find themselves on waiting lists. The 
question before us is, How long must 
they wait. In some cities—Philadel-
phia, Los Angeles and others—families 
find themselves in a position of waiting 
for years, waiting with dreams de-
ferred, hopes delayed, opportunities 
lost, this at a time when our robust 
economy and market conditions are 
driving rents up, pricing too many 
American families out of the market 
for quality affordable housing. 

My answer to the question of how 
long they must wait is that the time is 

now to act. The time is now to act to 
extend the opportunity of quality af-
fordable housing to every corner of the 
land, to prevent this from becoming 
the first generation of Americans to be 
divided into classes of haves and have- 
nots. Now is the time to put flesh on 
the bones of personal responsibility, to 
ensure every family that is willing to 
work hard, play by the rules and save 
has a chance to get ahead and realize 
the American dream of quality afford-
able housing. 

Now is also the time to put into place 
fiscally responsible solutions to the 
challenges that face our great land. 
This proposed amendment by Senator 
KERRY is fiscally responsible. We will 
be taking money that was saved from 
this year’s budget in unused welfare-to- 
work vouchers and using it for 50,000 
new section 8 vouchers, which are also 
important for making the welfare-to- 
work process a success. 

I add my voice as strongly as I know 
how to Senator KERRY, to the Sec-
retary of Housing, to Senator MIKUL-
SKI, and my other colleagues who be-
lieve if we are to be a great nation, and 
not just a prosperous one but a com-
passionate one, we must address the 
unmet needs of housing for those who 
are less fortunate across our land. I 
conclude my remarks by saying: If not 
now, when our land is filled with plen-
ty, then when? 

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment. Again, I thank Senators BOND 
and MIKULSKI for their yeoman’s work. 
I think we can make a good bill even 
better by adopting this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

rise in support of the VA-HUD appro-
priations bill. I am a member of the 
Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies, and I know the se-
vere funding challenges faced by Sen-
ator BOND, our chairman, and Senator 
MIKULSKI, our ranking member. 

They and their staffs have done an 
outstanding job in meeting the many 
priorities of this bill: critical health 
care services for veterans, homeless as-
sistance funding for continued research 
in space, and funding for important en-
vironmental infrastructure projects 
along the United States-Mexico border. 

I can’t adequately describe the pride 
I feel in the committee’s decision to 
make veterans programs the highest 
priority in the bill. The committee pro-
vided $1.1 billion above the President’s 
budget request for medical care for vet-
erans. This increase will help address 
newly emerging health care challenges, 
such as the high incidence of hepatitis 
C among veterans, emergency care, 
technological advances in medicine, 
patient safety, and long-term and end- 
of-life care. I appreciate the commit-
ment and sacrifices made by the men 
and women who served our country in 
wartime. This increase is worthy of 
them and worthy of the Senate. 
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I am proud of the committee’s deci-

sion to fully fund NASA at $13.6 billion. 
The House dealt NASA a devastating 
blow in their VA-HUD bill, cutting the 
programs by almost $1 billion. The 
funding provided in this bill under-
scores the Senate’s ongoing support for 
exploration of the final frontier, in-
cluding the space shuttle and the inter-
national space station. 

The international space station is 
the most ambitious scientific project 
ever undertaken. The efforts and re-
sources of 14 nations are involved in 
the design, construction, and operation 
of the orbiting laboratory. Assembly of 
the international space station has al-
ready begun. We expect the inter-
national space station to provide un-
paralleled scientific research opportu-
nities. It will enable advances in medi-
cine, materials science and earth ob-
servation, new technologies developed 
in a microgravity environment, and ac-
celerate the technology and engineer-
ing in Earth-based industries. Quite 
simply, the space station will maintain 
U.S. global leadership in space science 
and technology. And its successes will 
be felt by all of us here on Earth. The 
space shuttle’s capabilities and 
versatility are unmatched by any 
spacecraft in the world. The space 
shuttle has been, and will continue to 
be, a critical element in space explo-
ration well into the 21st century. The 
shuttle is also the vital transportation 
link in the assembly and utilization of 
the international space station. With 
plans, upgrades, and improvements by 
both NASA and industry, the space 
shuttle will continue to play a major 
role in future space exploration. 

Finally, we are providing the ongoing 
support of the Senate for the poorest 
part of our Nation, the United States- 
Mexico border. This bill provides $50 
million for critical water and waste-
water projects on the southwest bor-
der, most of which will be administered 
by the North American Development 
Bank. 

As an aside, when I first came to the 
Senate, I brought up the critical issue 
of environment and diseases on the 
border. It was at that time when the 
now ranking member, Senator MIKUL-
SKI, was the chairman of the sub-
committee and she said, ‘‘This is out-
rageous in America and we are going to 
do something about it.’’ That was the 
first funding that we got for the 
colonias on the border, where citizens 
of our country are living in filth. I ap-
preciate that. We have added to that 
$50 million every year since I have been 
in the Senate, and now under the lead-
ership of Chairman BOND. 

Washington, DC, is a long way from 
the border. Recently, I visited 
colonias—these colonies—along our 
border that have no infrastructure. I 
visited colonias near Laredo and 
McAllen, TX. On rainy days, the un-
paved streets in these colonias wash 
out, making it impossible for 
schoolbuses to enter the neighborhood. 
Children walk to school on mud-filled 

streets and yards, sometimes flooded 
with human waste that is overflowing 
from inadequate septic systems. Texas 
has nearly 1,500 of these subdivisions, 
with a population of nearly 350,000 peo-
ple. The numbers in the other south-
west border States are equally as stag-
gering. 

The $50 million we provide in this 
bill, added to the $300 million that has 
accumulated in years past, continues 
the commitment we have made to end 
this national shame. No person in the 
United States should live as do the peo-
ple in these colonias. I appreciate Sen-
ators BOND and MIKULSKI working with 
me to give this matter the proper at-
tention in our subcommittee. 

I also want to mention we are work-
ing on another amendment that would 
deal with the phase II stormwater 
sewer regulations that are so impor-
tant to our smaller counties around 
the country. I hope the EPA will work 
with us to try to make sure we don’t 
put regulations on these smaller coun-
ties that they can’t possibly accept and 
do not have the funding to do. 

The VA-HUD appropriations bill is 
good for our Nation. I thank the chair-
man and ranking member for their 
hard work and sensitivity to the crit-
ical issues in this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. DEWINE and Mr. 
HAGEL pertaining to the introduction 
of S. 1617 are located in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, first I would like to 

ask unanimous consent that Senator 
DICK DURBIN be added to amendment 
No. 1744, the Byrd, Stevens, Bond, Mi-
kulski $600 million VA-HUD amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1777 
(Purpose: To make an amendment with re-

spect to a special purpose grant for the 
community of Kohala in the County of Ha-
waii.) 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 

to propose a technical amendment in 
behalf of Senator INOUYE. This amend-
ment is simply a technical and cor-
recting amendment. It makes a tech-
nical correction to a HUD grant pre-
viously awarded to Hawaii. It has been 
cleared on both sides of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKUL-
SKI), for Mr. INOUYE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1777. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, the amount made available 
under the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1991 (Public Law 101–507) for a special pur-
pose grant under section 107 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1974 to 
the County of Hawaii for the purpose of an 
environmental impact statement for the de-
velopment of a water resource system in 
Kohala, Hawaii, that is unobligated on the 
date of enactment of this Act, may be used 
to fund water system improvements, includ-
ing exploratory wells, well drillings, pipeline 
replacements, water system planning and de-
sign, and booster pump and reservoir devel-
opment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, as I 
commented, it is technical and cor-
recting and has been cleared on both 
sides. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we accept 
the amendment and urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1777) was agreed 
to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this is a 
good time to do a couple of things. We 
started off with a good pace and had a 
major amendment approved by voice 
vote. Then we had votes on two more 
amendments. We have had some won-
derful speeches and some great col-
loquies. We are open for business. It is 
daylight. We want to get people here 
because we face a tremendous deadline 
with the end of the fiscal year ap-
proaching. We need to get this bill 
passed this week to make sure we keep 
these agencies funded. I ask colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, please, if you 
have amendments, colloquies, or items 
we need to deal with, please bring 
them. Otherwise, I am ready to go to 
third reading in the not too distant fu-
ture. 

Something has been brought up 
which I hope we can spend some time 
discussing. A number of my colleagues 
have talked about the tremendous need 
for housing. They have equated that 
with the need for additional section 8 
incremental or additional assistance. 
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I want to go through some of the dif-

ficult problems we face. Perhaps as I 
straighten out in my own mind the 
complexity of section 8, my colleagues 
will understand why we came to this 
point. This bill does not provide any of 
the 100,000 incremental section 8 vouch-
ers requested by the President. The ad-
dition of these vouchers to the bill 
would cost an additional $578 million 
per year. Last year, we agreed to the 
President’s absolutely necessary re-
quest for 50,000 additional section 8 
vouchers. We pointed out at the time 
that this caused a real problem, and we 
would need additional money to fund 
them in future years. The representa-
tives of the administration assured 
Members they would make provisions 
for that additional required budget au-
thority. 

What did we get this year from the 
administration? We received a request 
that we defer $4.2 billion in budget au-
thority to the following fiscal year. In 
other words, they were not able in 
their budget presentation to fund exist-
ing certificates, the section 8 vouchers, 
before we added the incremental, and 
they asked that $4.2 billion be deferred. 
In other words, their recommendation 
to us was $4.2 billion less than is need-
ed to renew section 8 vouchers on a 
full-year basis in fiscal year 2000. That 
ought to demonstrate there is a prob-
lem. 

Let me explain as best as I under-
stand it what the problem is. The sec-
tion 8 account is one of the most dif-
ficult accounts for funding in the bill. 
Not only would the administration’s 
request for 100,000 new incremental 
vouchers result in an annual cost of al-
most $600 million each year, it does not 
acknowledge or address the long-term 
funding needs of this account. Let me 
be specific. We currently fund some 3 
million section 8 vouchers or assisted 
living units, as well as 1.5 million pub-
lic housing units. Much of the cost of 
these 3 million units is hidden, mean-
ing the annual cost in outlays is some 
$20 billion. In other words, we are pay-
ing out this year $20 billion in section 
8 vouchers. We appropriate around here 
on budget authority. Most of the costs 
were accounted for in previous year’s 
budgets when the Congress approved 
long-term 15-year and 20-year section 8 
contracts. 

Now, the budget authority was com-
mitted in future years, but they said 
OK, Congress, you are going to have to 
pay out all that money each year in 
outlays. What is even worse, the budg-
et authority requirement each year 
goes up because as contracts expire, we 
renew contracts on a year-to-year 
basis. We have to put that budget au-
thority in each year’s budget. As these 
contracts expire, we have to pay for 
the expiring contracts as an annual re-
curring cost in the section 8 account. 

Let me show you a chart. This is how 
the budget for section 8 has gone up. In 
fiscal year 1997, we only had to appro-
priate $3.6 billion in budget authority 
to cover the $20 billion or so, almost 

$20 billion in section 8 vouchers. The 
next year, we had to come up with 
budget authority of $11.1 billion. In the 
current year we would have had to 
come up with $12.8 billion, but we have 
adopted, because of the tight budget, 
the administration’s proposal to defer 
$4.2 billion of that into fiscal year 2001. 

Guess what happens. We are coming 
into fiscal year 2001 about $8 billion 
short in budget authority. If we are to 
fund the existing contracts next year, 
we are going to have to come up with 
$8 billion more in budget authority. 
The news does not get any better. The 
next year, we would have to come up 
with $15.6 billion, the next year $17.0 
billion, the next fiscal year 2004, $18.2 
billion. 

This year, the administration has re-
quested and we have proposed deferring 
$4.2 billion. So we took the easy out. 
The only easy out was deferring that 
$4.2 billion in budget authority for 
those portions of the section 8 vouchers 
which would actually have to be fund-
ed, actually outlayed in fiscal year 
2001. 

That is confusing. I have worked on 
it for a long time. I am happy to work 
with any of my colleagues who have 
questions about it. With the help of 
staff, I think we can explain it. How-
ever, we made long-term commitments 
in budget authority. Each year, we 
have been spending outlays at a very 
high level. However, we can’t get the 
budget authority to rise to the level 
needed to maintain those outlays. 

What is worse, in the HUD budget 
submitted by OMB—this is their 10- 
year budget. This is the budget projec-
tion they sent us—for this year, they 
said budget authority is right about 
what is needed, close to $14 billion. But 
for the coming year, the next year, 
they have lowered that to $11.3 billion 
for BA. 

Here is the BA need creeping up each 
year. Each year, it increases. The long- 
term projection of OMB, the Presi-
dent’s budget, the budget of the De-
partment of HUD, is to keep that budg-
et authority at a flat level of $11.3 bil-
lion. What would happen if that oc-
curred? Very simply, 1.3 million fami-
lies or elderly or disabled would have 
to be kicked out of section 8 housing 
over the 10-year period. We do not have 
the budget authority, we do not have 
the funds, to continue supporting those 
residents who depend upon section 8 
housing. That, to me, is a major prob-
lem. We have been forced, out of neces-
sity, to defer $4.2 billion in section 8 as-
sistance until 2001. 

While we have adopted this pro-
posal—some would call it a gimmick— 
let’s say, because everybody seems to 
agree on it, this necessary budget tool 
for the year 2000, we have done so 
unwillingly and with the great concern 
that this will create a nearly untenable 
budget hole for next year, 2001, when 
we have to fund section 8 contract re-
newals by an increase of some $8 bil-
lion, for a total of $14 billion. 

In fiscal year 2000, some $6.8 billion 
was needed for section 8 contract re-

newals, but in 2001 we have to make up 
the $2.2 billion in advance appropria-
tions. So we are going to have to find 
some way to get an additional $6.8 bil-
lion and still defer the budget author-
ity for outlays in future years to those 
future years. 

I am extremely worried about how 
HUD is handling this very complicated 
and difficult problem. We understand 
that HUD has underestimated renewal 
needs for this year and is close to run-
ning out of section 8 renewal funds. We 
are very concerned that we will not be 
in this position when that happens 
next year. 

The problem is, as I said in my open-
ing statement, that HUD is a high-risk 
area designated by the General Ac-
counting Office, the only Department 
so designated. HUD’s management defi-
ciencies are particularly acute in the 
section 8 area. 

Part of the problem is that HUD 
loses some $900 million per year in its 
public and assisted housing programs 
due to fraud and abuse in the collection 
of rent in the assisted housing pro-
gram. If HUD and its agents were able 
to collect this $900 million, some 
135,000-plus additional low-income fam-
ilies could receive section 8 assistance 
annually. That is why we have added 
$10 million in this budget for the in-
spector general to hire outside profes-
sional help to try to identify where 
those funds are being lost and to find 
some means of recovering those be-
cause that is a tremendous loss. 

Let me explain another problem. A 
major problem with section 8 is, while 
section 8 is one of the most important 
Federal housing programs, it is not a 
panacea for providing affordable hous-
ing for low-income families. While 
vouchers do provide choice in housing 
for low-income families, the fair mar-
ket rent restriction is currently set at 
the 40th percentile of the housing mar-
ket, and therefore it severely curtails 
housing choice. As a practical matter, 
this has created market distortions in 
the availability of section 8 housing, 
leaving many low-income assisted fam-
ilies in very-low-income neighborhoods 
living in substandard housing. 

In a number of areas, families with 
vouchers are unable to use their vouch-
ers to obtain affordable housing. I am 
told in St. Louis County their public 
housing authority has to release 100 
vouchers to get 50 vouchers that are 
actually used because half the people 
who are given the vouchers cannot find 
housing. The lack of choice can also re-
sult in de facto redlining. 

HUD has also suggested that incre-
mental vouchers will mean the con-
struction of new low-income housing 
units. I disagree. There is absolutely no 
evidence that incremental 1-year sec-
tion 8 assistance will ever leverage 
construction funding. When we went 
from the 15- or 10-year down to 1-year, 
we took away the financing incentives 
and the basis for constructing low-in-
come housing to fulfill section 8 needs. 

I agree with HUD in that we do not 
have enough low-income housing units. 
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We need to develop a housing produc-
tion program with deeper targeting 
than the low-income housing tax credit 
program. This should be a theme in the 
next Congress. We need to continue to 
fund HOME and CDBG, which are used 
by communities to provide additional 
housing. We need the additional funds 
we put in section 202 housing to build 
housing for the elderly. We need to 
continue to work with organizations 
that are present in every State, and 
which we celebrated in Missouri on 
Monday with the 100,000th home 
through the Enterprise Foundation. 
Enterprise, Enlist and others are build-
ing affordable homes. Habitat for Hu-
manity does a great job of rebuilding 
homes. 

But, frankly, there are many prob-
lems with the availability of affordable 
housing that go far beyond the avail-
ability of incremental section 8 vouch-
ers. We have not identified the means 
to pay for the section 8 vouchers that 
we have already. Unless and until we 
do, I fear it is a hollow promise, to add 
incremental vouchers when we cannot 
assure that those people who now have 
them will be able to continue to get 
the vouchers and continue to get that 
housing assistance in the future. 

I assure you, this committee, and I 
believe everybody in Congress, wants 
to continue them. We are going to do 
everything we can to assure renewal, 
but right now it is a huge financial and 
budgetary task. We do not have the an-
swers on how we are going to do it. Be-
fore we start adding incremental hous-
ing, I ask that somebody sit down and 
work with us on how we will pay for 
them next year, the year after, and the 
year after. 

We are going to be revisiting this 
issue frequently on the floor. I wanted 
to give that background so people will 
know what I am talking about when I 
say we have a tremendous wave of 
needs coming in for budget authority 
for section 8. We do not have the 
money. There is no projection we are 
going to get it. Before we continue to 
increase that outyear bow wave, we 
need to have some assurance we will be 
able to fund it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1778 

(Purpose: To increase funding for lead hazard 
control) 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk which I ask be 
called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. REED], 
for himself, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1778. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 42, line 12, strike ‘‘$80,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$100,000,000’’. 
At the appropriate place in title II, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) There is appropriated out of 

any money in the Treasury that is not other-
wise appropriated for fiscal year 2000 for ex-
penses necessary to carry out section 1011 of 
the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Re-
duction Act of 1992, $20,000,000. 

(b) Each amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available for each program, project, or 
activity relating to salaries, expenses, and 
program management under title I, II, or III 
of this Act (other than this section) that is 
not required to be appropriated or otherwise 
made available by a provision of law is re-
duced by the uniform percentage necessary 
to reduce the total amounts appropriated for 
such programs, projects, or activities by 
$20,000,000. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, let me 
thank my colleague, Senator FEINGOLD 
from Wisconsin, who was here before 
but graciously allowed me to go ahead 
to introduce this amendment. 

Also, having come to the floor earlier 
today and not only commended Chair-
man BOND and ranking member MIKUL-
SKI for their valiant efforts to reach 
priorities in very limited financial cir-
cumstances, I will announce up front I 
am going to propose this amendment 
which would increase lead funding as a 
means to talk about the issue, but I 
will withdraw the amendment in rec-
ognition of not only the serious efforts 
the chairman and ranking member 
have made, but also in recognition that 
last year when I came to the floor, 
both Senator BOND and Senator MIKUL-
SKI were instrumental in increasing the 
appropriation by $20 million and, in-
deed, holding that appropriation at 
conference. So I am very confident, 
with their efforts, they will continue to 
work hard to make sure this remains a 
critical priority. 

The problem of lead exposure to chil-
dren in the United States is something 
that I believe is critical, one that we 
must address. I have been supported in 
that opinion by many of my colleagues. 

Earlier this year, 14 of my colleagues 
joined me in a letter urging the chair-
man and the ranking member to do all 
they can to increase appropriations for 
lead abatement in this appropriations 
bill. Those colleagues include Senators 
JEFFORDS, SPECTER, LEAHY, LAUTEN-
BERG, CHAFEE—my colleague from 
Rhode Island—SCHUMER, DODD, LIEBER-
MAN, KERRY, BOXER, KOHL, SNOWE, 
TORRICELLI, and DURBIN. All of them 
from across this country recognize the 
critical need to eliminate lead expo-
sure, particularly with respect to chil-
dren. 

But there are two of my colleagues 
who deserve particular praise. Senator 
COLLINS and Senator TORRICELLI are 
cosponsors of this amendment. Senator 
COLLINS has been a strong and very ef-
fective advocate for this program of 
lead abatement. 

I was pleased to join her in Provi-
dence, RI, several weeks ago for a hear-
ing of the Public Health Sub-
committee, where we looked at lead 

paint exposure to children in Rhode Is-
land. It was a very good hearing. I am 
pleased to say I will be able to join 
Senator COLLINS in Maine in a few 
weeks to have a similar hearing. 

Senator TORRICELLI and myself have 
been very active not only with respect 
to this issue but also with respect to 
the issue of appropriate screening and 
treatment for children who have ele-
vated levels of lead in their blood sys-
tems. 

I admit that over the last 20 years we 
have made significant progress in our 
society with respect to exposure to 
lead principally because we have 
banned lead paint, we have banned lead 
solder in food cans, and we have 
deleaded gasoline. This has resulted in 
significant reductions. 

But, nevertheless, nearly a million 
children enter kindergarten each year 
with elevated levels of lead in their 
blood. This is a preventable problem. 
This is a problem, if it is not pre-
vented, that causes serious cognitive 
development problems with children. 
This is also a problem that is not ex-
clusive to one part of the country. 

In fact, if you look at cities across 
the country, you will see there are ele-
vated blood lead levels in children. 

In Baltimore, for example, there is a 
lead poisoning rate of 27.9 percent. Al-
most 30 percent of the children who are 
tested have elevated lead levels. In Mil-
waukee, 22.5 percent; St. Louis, 23 per-
cent; Chicago, 20.6 percent; Philadel-
phia, 38 percent; and Memphis, 12.1 per-
cent. This is a nationwide problem. The 
major cause of this exposure is lead 
paint in the homes of these children. 

Indeed, children who are in low-in-
come circumstances, particularly chil-
dren who are living in housing that was 
constructed before 1974, are signifi-
cantly vulnerable to lead exposure and 
lead poisoning. 

More than half the U.S. housing 
stock was built prior to 1978, so as a re-
sult we have thousands and thousands 
of units that still contain lead paint 
which is the source of contamination 
for these young children. 

In fact, it has been estimated that 20 
million housing units throughout the 
United States contain hazardous levels 
of lead paint. 

In my home State of Rhode Island, it 
is estimated that about 90,000 units 
present moderate to high lead paint ex-
posure risks to children who live there. 

This is a very difficult and expensive 
problem to deal with. It has been esti-
mated that to modify and to remediate 
all these homes in my own home State, 
it would cost about $300 million. To 
deal with every seriously contaminated 
residential unit in the United States 
would cost something on the order of 
$500 billion. But those costs also must 
be measured against the cost of doing 
nothing, the cost of allowing children 
to be exposed to lead paint, and those 
costs are dramatic and severe. 

Many educators point to lead paint 
exposure as one of the reasons why spe-
cial education costs are so high. In 
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fact, it has been estimated that chil-
dren with elevated levels of lead in 
their blood are seven times more likely 
to drop out of school before finishing 
high school. These costs are significant 
and severe. I think we have the obliga-
tion to try to remedy this problem be-
fore these children are exposed, before 
their academic, intellectual, and emo-
tional development is impaired by ex-
posure to lead. 

Since 1992, the Office of Lead Hazard 
Control in HUD has been dealing with 
this issue, principally through their 
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Control 
Grant Program. They have been able, 
since 1993, to provide $435 million to 
the States—31 States and the District 
of Columbia—to deal with this issue. 

These States have used the money 
for testing young people for exposure, 
inspecting and testing homes, modi-
fying homes; in fact, to even relocate 
children who are exposed and the home 
cannot be modified. 

I have seen the results in Rhode Is-
land. 

Since 1993, in Rhode Island, we have 
been able to perform lead abatement in 
more than 500 homes. But it costs 
money, the kind of resources that we 
need to incorporate in this bill, the 
kind of resources that are necessary to 
address a problem that spans this Na-
tion. 

My amendment would propose an in-
crease of $20 million for the Office of 
Lead Hazard Control. It would be offset 
by an across-the-board cut in salaries, 
expenses, and other program manage-
ment budget items in the HUD budget. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1778, WITHDRAWN 
Recognizing the severe constraints 

that the chairman and the ranking 
member are laboring under, recog-
nizing the fact they are already dem-
onstrating a commitment to provide 
for these resources, I withdraw this 
amendment in the hopes that as we go 
to conference, under the leadership of 
Senator BOND and Senator MIKULSKI, 
we can find additional resources to ad-
dress this extremely important and 
critical issue that affects the health 
and welfare of our children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. REED. I again thank the chair-
man and the ranking member and yield 
the floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
f 

FEDERAL DAIRY POLICY 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss possible legislation 
that would devastate family dairy 
farmers throughout the Upper Mid-
west. 

I understand that the Agriculture ap-
propriations conference committee 
may report a bill that contains poison 
pill dairy amendment that threaten 
the livelihood of dairy farmers 
throughout the United States. 

I call them poison pills because they 
threaten to scuttle the entire Agri-
culture appropriations bill. 

It is my duty to my constituents as a 
Senator from the great dairy State of 
Wisconsin to make my colleagues 
aware of these possible actions, and 
their insidious effects on America’s 
dairy industry, and the effect they may 
have on our ability to move legislation 
in these waning days of the 104th Con-
gress. 

Our current system is hopelessly out- 
of-date, and completely out-of-touch 
with reality. Fortunately for our farm-
ers—and I am grateful for this—the 
USDA has proposed a rule that would 
begin to modernize our antiquated sys-
tem. 

According to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the new system ‘‘more accu-
rately reflects the current market con-
dition, is fairer to farmers and con-
sumers alike, modernizes and reforms 
an antiquated system sorely in need of 
streamlining and revision.’’ 

In fact, according to the USDA, dairy 
farmers would have earned 87 cents per 
hundredweight more for Class I milk 
under USDA’s reforms than under the 
current system. 

For 60 years, America’s dairy policy 
has both imposed higher costs on tax-
payers and consumers, and at the same 
time destroyed tens of thousands of 
family farms. 

This destructive policy has to go. We 
need to restore equality to milk pric-
ing, stop regional bickering, and work 
to ensure that all of our Nation’s dairy 
farmers get a fair price for their milk. 
My message is simple: our Federal 
dairy policy is hopelessly out of date, 
fundamentally unfair, and in dire need 
of reform. 

Congress created the current Federal 
dairy policy 60 years ago when the 
upper Midwest was seen as the primary 
producer of fluid milk. During the 
Great Depression, many worried that 
consumers in other parts of the coun-
try, including young children, did not 
have access to fresh milk because of in-
adequate refrigeration and transpor-
tation technology. 

To address these concerns, Congress 
at that time set up the so-called Eau 
Claire system, under which producers 
were reimbursed according to their dis-
tance from the small town—I shouldn’t 
say small town; it is a pretty good-size 
town for Wisconsin—the great town of 
Eau Claire, WI, in my home State. It is 
a little unfair to call this the Eau 
Claire system because it is a lousy sys-
tem and Eau Claire is a great town. I 
like calling it the anti-Eau Claire sys-
tem. My daughter is happily ensconced 
at the University of Wisconsin at Eau 
Claire, a huge fan of Eau Claire. But it 
is generally called the Eau Claire sys-
tem. So be it. 

This is how it works. The farther 
away a farmer lives from Eau Claire, 
WI, the more he receives for his fluid 
milk. Under this system, Eau Claire, 
WI, geographically, is ground zero 
when the fallout of artificially low 
prices lands most harshly on Wisconsin 
dairy farmers and their neighbors in 
the upper Midwest. 

Back in the days of the Great Depres-
sion, apparently this system seemed to 
be a great idea. But like delivery in old 
metal milk cans, the current system is 
obsolete, failing to meet the needs of 
either producers or consumers. Six dec-
ades ago, the poor condition of Amer-
ica’s infrastructure and the lack of 
portable refrigeration technology pre-
vented upper Midwest producers from 
shipping their fresh milk to other parts 
of the country. In order to ensure an 
adequate milk supply in distant re-
gions, Congress authorized higher fluid 
milk prices outside the upper Midwest. 
These higher prices are referred to as 
class I differentials. Let’s take a look 
at how this system rewards producers 
in different parts of the country. 

This chart illustrates the class I dif-
ferential received by dairy farmers 
throughout the United States. In Eau 
Claire, WI, the class I differential is 
$1.20 per hundredweight. You will no-
tice that it is $1.40 in Chicago. It is 
$1.92 in Kansas City, MO, and $3.08 in 
Charlotte, NC. Our friends in Florida 
receive $3.58 in Tallahassee and $4.18 
per hundredweight in Miami for the 
exact same amount of milk that we 
produce in Wisconsin. So class I dif-
ferentials are an arbitrary measure of 
the cost of milk production. 

In fact, in recent years, when our 
dairy farmers have tried to sell their 
milk in Chicago—in Chicago, a very 
close distance to Eau Claire and the 
other Wisconsin communities com-
pared to other places in the country— 
when they have tried to sell their milk 
in Chicago, they have been beaten out 
of that market by milk from the South 
and the Southwest. That is a sign of an 
archaic system. This archaic system 
was designed to make these regions 
produce milk for their own needs so 
children in Texas could have fresh 
milk, not so their producers could un-
fairly compete against Wisconsin dairy 
farmers in Chicago. Unfortunately, this 
system worked too well. The chief re-
sult of this system, the only real result 
of this system, as far as I am con-
cerned, is that our Midwestern farmers 
are now subsidizing farmers in the 
Southeast and in the Northeast 
through these higher class I differen-
tials. 

Of course, a great deal has changed 
since the creation of the current sys-
tem. We can now easily and safely 
transport perishable milk and cheese 
products between the States and 
throughout the country. The industry 
has perfected the system to such a de-
gree that we can export cheese to coun-
tries all over the world. It seems al-
most comical that in an age when you 
can order milk through the Internet, 
our Federal milk pricing system con-
tinues to be based on an irrelevant fac-
tor. That factor, again, is a producer’s 
distance from this wonderful Wisconsin 
community of Eau Claire, WI. That is 
what this whole thing is based on, how 
far the farmer is from Eau Claire, WI. 

Unfortunately, the current system’s 
effects on farming communities are 
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anything but common. The current 
milk pricing system has been putting 
family dairy farms out of business at 
an alarming rate. Since 1980, my home 
State of Wisconsin has sadly lost near-
ly one-half of its dairy farms. This isn’t 
starting with 2,000 or 3,000 dairy farm-
ers. This is starting with 45,000-plus 
dairy farmers. We are below 25,000 now. 
That is since 1980 that we have experi-
enced that kind of loss. 

The trend is accelerating. Between 
1990 and 1998, in those 8 to 9 years, Wis-
consin lost 11,000 dairy farmers. So the 
overwhelming message I hear from 
family dairy farmers in Wisconsin and 
Minnesota and throughout the Midwest 
is that we need milk marketing order 
reforms. We desperately need a new 
dairy policy, one that does not arbi-
trarily penalize the Midwest and dev-
astate the small farmer. We must re-
place this outdated Depression-era sys-
tem with a new policy that ensures our 
Nation’s dairy farmers get a fair price 
for their milk. 

Ironically, one of the few changes, 
one of the only changes, we have had at 
all to Federal dairy policy over the last 
60 years has accelerated the attack on 
small farmers. It has made it worse. Of 
course, I am referring to the now infa-
mous Northeast Dairy Compact. 

During the consideration of the 1996 
farm bill, Congress sought to make 
changes in the unjust Federal pricing 
system by phasing out the milk price 
support program and reducing the in-
equities between the regions. Unfortu-
nately, it didn’t work. Unfortunately, 
because of backdoor politicking during 
the eleventh hour of the conference 
committee, America’s dairy farmers 
were stuck with the devastatingly 
harmful Northeast Dairy Compact. It 
could happen again. The temporary fix 
of the compact may yet be extended 
again. We in the upper Midwest cannot 
stand for that or any change that fur-
ther disadvantages our dairy farmers, 
the ones who are left, not the over 
20,000 who are gone but the less than 
25,000 who remain. We are determined 
to keep them in business. 

The Northeast Dairy Compact accen-
tuates the current system’s inequities 
by authorizing six Northeastern 
States—Vermont, Maine, New Hamp-
shire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
and Connecticut—to establish a min-
imum price for fluid milk, higher even 
than those established under the Fed-
eral milk marketing order. The com-
pact not only allows these six States to 
set artificially high prices for their 
producers, it permits them to block 
entry of lower-priced milk from pro-
ducers in competing States. Further 
distorting the markets are subsidies 
given to processors in these six States 
to export their higher-priced milk to 
noncompact States. 

Despite what some have argued, the 
Northeast Dairy Compact doesn’t even 
help small Northeast farmers. Since 
the Northeast first implemented its 
compact in 1997, small dairy farms in 
the Northeast, where this is supposed 

to help, have gone out of business at a 
rate of 41 percent higher than they had 
in the previous 2 years—41 percent 
higher. In fact, compacts often amount 
to a transfer of wealth to large farms 
by affording large farms a per-farm 
subsidy that is actually 20 times great-
er than the meager subsidy given to 
small farmers. 

Fortunately for America’s dairy 
farmers, the 1996 farm bill also in-
cluded language requiring the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture to replace the 
current depression-era milk pricing 
system with a much simpler regulatory 
plan. After 31⁄2 years of study and thou-
sands of comments from America’s 
dairy farmers, the USDA published a 
final rule that consolidates the com-
plex web of Federal milk marketing or-
ders and also reforms the price of class 
I milk. 

Mr. President, 59,000 dairy farmers— 
59,000—participated in a recent ref-
erendum, and over 96 percent of them 
voted in favor of USDA’s final ruling. 

While the USDA’s reforms are a wel-
come improvement, they are only a 
modest first step in improving the cur-
rent system. 

Let’s take a look, then, at the final 
rule’s effect on the different milk mar-
keting orders. This chart illustrates 
the producer class I benefits under the 
current system, and the USDA’s Fed-
eral milk marketing order rule. This 
benefit simply multiplies the class I 
differential with the utilization rate, 
or the percentage of class I milk pro-
duced in that region. As you can see, 
upper Midwest producers will continue 
to get the short end of the stick. They 
will receive a 38-cent-per-hundred-
weight benefit under the new rule. In 
contrast, Northeast producers will con-
tinue to receive a high per hundred-
weight benefit of $1.20, and producers 
in Florida will receive a whopping $3.95 
per hundredweight class I benefit. 

Unless we follow-up on these reforms 
and lower the class I differentials, we 
will continue to lose small dairy farms 
throughout the United States. Loss of 
these farms has already devastated 
rural America for far too long, espe-
cially in the upper Midwest. 

Mr. President, unfortunately, our Na-
tion’s dairy farmers are not out of the 
woods yet. Some in Congress believe 
that they know better than America’s 
dairy farmers and wish to prevent 
these moderate reforms, or to cir-
cumvent the entire rulemaking process 
altogether. Who in this Congress knows 
more about dairy farming than 96 per-
cent of America’s dairy farmers? 

As Congress considers any future 
dairy reforms, I urge my colleagues to 
recognize the national nature of milk 
marketing, the corrosiveness of artifi-
cial regional pricing schemes, and the 
need for comprehensive reforms. We 
must recognize the inequalities inher-
ent in our current system and work to 
ensure that our Nation’s dairy farmers 
get a fair price for their milk. 

If Congress does not act quickly, our 
Nation’s family dairy farms will con-

tinue to suffer. Let me be clear. I will 
use every means available to a Senator 
to ensure that these necessary reforms 
go forward and that compacts do not. 
America’s dairy farmers deserve noth-
ing less. 

After all, approving USDA’s final 
rule is a moderate first step to arrest-
ing the devastating effects of the cur-
rent Federal milk marketing order sys-
tem. 

Dairy compacts are simply no way to 
legislate a national dairy policy. I 
would like to make my colleagues 
aware of some of the effects the dairy 
compacts can have on consumers and 
taxpayers. 

Let me begin by citing from an arti-
cle called ‘‘Dairy Compacts A Sour 
Deal For All U.S. Farmers.’’ The sub- 
headline is, ‘‘The Agreements Threaten 
to Undermine Export Growth For The 
Rest Of American Agriculture,’’ by 
Dennis T. Avery, of the Hudson Insti-
tute. It says: 

Enthusiasm for ‘‘dairy compacts’’ is sweep-
ing America. Nearly 30 states now seem like-
ly to pass legislation for such compacts, 
which are designed to bar dairy products 
from outside a state or region. 

The U.S. government has already author-
ized such a dairy compact for New England, 
and dairy farmers recently staged a Wash-
ington fly-in to rally congressional support 
for expanding the concept. 

Supporters of these compacts are trying to 
recreate a dairy industry of price supports 
and supply management. Such a vision is in-
compatible with reducing tariffs on other 
farm commodities or ending Europe’s price- 
depressing export subsidies. 

Europe dumps huge amounts of dairy prod-
ucts, along with wheat, foodstuffs and meat, 
onto the world market at prices far below 
cost, depressing world markets. 

U.S. dairy compacts threaten to undermine 
export growth for the rest of American agri-
culture and fly in the face of liberalizing 
farm trade. 

Free farm trade can’t be arranged one com-
modity at a time. What U.S. dairy farmers 
are considering could limit the potential for 
lowering trade barriers on beef, pork, corn, 
wheat, soybeans and poultry. 

Although dairy farmers have never seen 
themselves as exporters, perhaps they should 
start. After all, this is an era of high-value 
cheese markets, chilled concentrated and 
ultra-heat-treated milk, and rising demand 
in industrializing countries like India. 

Moreover, South Korea’s bonds have re-
gained investment status, after a year of 
being classified as lower-rated ‘‘junk bonds.’’ 
Over the next three years the South Koreans 
will lead a parade of Asian countries back 
into the realm of economic growth. 

At the moment, however, dairy farmers are 
willing to write off export markets. Pro-
ducers of other commodities can’t do that— 
exports are their only path to prosperity. 

Mr. President, I also want to make 
my colleagues aware of the effects on 
consumers and taxpayers. The Wash-
ington Post said it well in an April 6, 
1999, editorial entitled ‘‘The Price of 
Milk’’: 

The government sets the price of milk in 
this country. That’s not all bad. Prices are 
somewhat higher than they would be if left 
to the market, and some inefficient dairy 
farmers are kept in business. But supplies of 
the perishable product are adequate, and 
small producers are protected against what 
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otherwise might be the predatory and harm-
ful tactics of large buyers. 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman has 
just completed a congressionally required re-
view of the system whereby the government 
plays God in the market. He has proposed 
some changes that would rationalize it in 
certain respects. But he has found the basic 
balance between the interests of producers 
and consumers about right. There may be a 
lesson in that as Congress struggles with the 
question of how much to support the prices 
of other commodities or the incomes of their 
producers. 

In the 1996 farm bill, a new Republican 
Congress acted according to conviction, and 
against political interest as conventionally 
defined, to put farm supports on a declining 
path. The theory was that if farmers grew for 
the market rather than for the government, 
they and the consuming public alike would 
be better off. The rollback worked well for a 
couple of years, while prices and supports 
were both still high. Now, both have fallen, 
and even some sponsors of the legislation, if 
not quite wondering whether they went too 
far, are busily seeking extra aid. 

Compelling points can be made on both 
sides of this argument. The economists are 
right that artificial price supports are costly 
in that they shelter inefficient producers. 
But supports when not excessive also protect 
against swings in price and production that 
can harm consumers and producers alike. 
Costs are involved in going too far in either 
direction. 

That’s more or less where Mr. Glickman 
came out on milk. There was a fight about 
milk marketing orders in the context of the 
1996 bill. Midwesterners thought—still 
think—that their region is disadvantaged by 
the system in that their efficient dairymen 
could undersell producers in competing re-
gions were it not for the artificially high 
minimum prices that the marketing orders 
impose. They wanted to abolish the system 
unless it was radically reformed in their 
favor. Congressmen from less efficient areas 
were equally determined to preserve it, even 
members who in other contexts were devout 
free-marketeers. In the end the two sides 
compromised by booting the issue to the sec-
retary. 

Mr. Glickman has proposed modernizing 
the inherited system in a number of respects, 
particularly with regard to the price dif-
ferentials between various regions. On aver-
age, he would lower the price of milk by a 
couple of cents a gallon. But in general he 
would support the system as fair to both 
buyers and sellers of milk. If supports should 
not be excessive, neither should they be so 
low as to leave both sides in the milk trans-
action total prey to the market. That may 
not be an intellectually elegant standard, 
but it’s probably right. 

The dairy industry is an integral part 
of our Nation’s culture in history. 

Let’s take a look at that role, if we 
can. 

Before I do that, let me quote briefly 
from the New York Times article from 
Sunday, April 11. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will 
yield for a question without relin-
quishing my right to the floor. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, for those 
of us who are trying to bring up 
amendments on this bill, will the Sen-
ator, perhaps, give us an idea of how 
long he might proceed? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
not certain how long I will be pro-

ceeding at this point. It will be for a 
while. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator. I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
New York Times has written a piece 
about ‘‘Bringing Markets To Milk,’’ ‘‘A 
Pricing Policy Was Confusing. It Still 
Is,’’ by Mr. Weinstein. I would like to 
read some portions of that. He writes: 

Ponder a perverse question: What public 
policies would pummel the poor? Here is one 
answer: Impose a levy that falls more heav-
ily on them than on the rich, singling out a 
staple in the diet of poor families and driving 
up its price. 

No one would seriously entertain such an 
idea—no one, that is, except members of 
Congress. 

Federal milk-pricing rules dating from the 
1930’s drive up the price that consumers pay 
for milk, in effect taking money from urban 
parents, among others, and handing it over 
to rural dairy farmers. 

Proponents say the rules stabilize milk 
prices, thereby assuring reliable supplies 
across the country. But opponents say the 
system is archaic, Byzantine and unneces-
sary—a giveaway to the dairy farm lobby. 
And it’s regressive: poor families spend 
about twice as much of their income on milk 
as do other families, on average. 

Consumer advocates took heart three 
years ago when Congress told the Agri-
culture Department to improve the program. 
But their hopes were dashed recently when 
the department released its proposals, sched-
uled to go into effect on Oct. 1. 

The new rules, the department said, would 
be ‘‘simpler, more market-oriented.’’ But 
rather than taking a mallet to the program, 
the department wielded a toothpick. John M. 
Schnittker, an economist at Public Voice for 
Food and Health Policy, a nonprofit research 
group in Washington that plans to merge 
with the Consumer Federation of America, 
estimates that the current program raises 
the cost of milk an average of 18 cents a gal-
lon. The department says its plan will cut 
prices by about 2 cents—a trim Mr. 
Schnittker calls ‘‘almost an insult.’’ 

The current rules impose a complex set of 
minimum prices that processors are requited 
to pay farmers in each of the 31 marketing 
regions. 

The department starts by setting a base 
price for milk used in the manufacture of 
products like cheese from a survey of prices 
in Minnesota and Wisconsin. Then it tacks 
on additional charges, mostly reflecting lo-
cation, to set the minimum price for so- 
called fluid milk. 

Kenneth C. Clayton, deputy administrator 
of the agency that runs the system, says the 
controls stop milk prices from gyrating wild-
ly and make sure that milk flows from areas 
where there are surplus supplies, like up-
state New York and Wisconsin, to areas 
where there is scarcity, like Boston and Chi-
cago. 

But he concedes that those flows would 
occur without Government guidance. What 
the rules do, he says, is ‘‘divide up the pie— 
insuring that dairy farmers capture more of 
the dollar that consumers pay to proc-
essors.’’ Another set of complex rules dic-
tates how the processors’ payments are di-
vided among farmers. 

Many economists challenge Mr. Clayton’s 
benign interpretation. Processors operate in 
reasonably competitive markets, the econo-
mists say, so if they are forced to pay more 
for milk, they have little choice but to pass 
on the added cost to customers. Mr. 
Schnittker points to studies that show con-
sumer prices rising along with Government- 
imposed charges on processors. 

He also challenges another rationale for 
the milk-pricing rules: Preservation of the 
family farmer. ‘‘Two-thirds of milk produc-
tion comes from only about a quarter of the 
nation’s dairy farmers,’’ he said. ‘‘The milk- 
pricing rules overwhelmingly line the pock-
ets of mega dairy farms.’’ 

The government’s overhaul would simplify 
things by collapsing the 31 regions into 11. 
But it would also make the system more 
complicated, by setting the base price for 
milk use in manufactured products accord-
ing to surveys around the country, rather 
than just the Midwest, and by adjusting the 
price to take into account the milk’s protein 
content and other qualities using complex 
mathematical formulas. 

Add charges to take account of location 
and some transition rules, and out come 600- 
plus pages of regulations. Some economists 
suggest that the rule-making would fit com-
fortably in the playbook of the former Soviet 
Union. 

And though the proposal would bring down 
average milk prices a small amount, it 
would leave most of the high prices intact. 
Indeed, the proposal would actually raise the 
minimum price in some places, like Chicago, 
a decision more political than economic. 

Critics point out that this is not the first 
time the Agriculture Department has sided 
with dairy farmers over consumers. It also 
approved the creation of a dairy cartel 
among farmers in the Northeast that blocks 
low-price imports. Milk prices in New Eng-
land rose about 20 cents a gallon after the 
compact went into effect in July 1997. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I will 
yield without relinquishing my right to 
the floor for a question. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, recog-
nizing the right of the Senator to con-
tinue to hold the floor, we are trying to 
figure out how we are going to manage 
the VA–HUD bill, which was the pend-
ing business until we yielded for the 
Senator’s unanimous consent. Would 
the Senator share with me approxi-
mately how long he will continue to 
speak so we can organize our other 
speakers and amendments? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
answer to the question is, I intend to 
speak for a fair amount of time. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. What is the oper-
ational definition of that? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, that 
may be determined more by factors 
that I can’t control than my own inten-
tions. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. What is the Senator 
talking about—5 minutes or 5 hours? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Somewhere in be-
tween, probably. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Senator, I really do 
need senatorial courtesy because there 
are 99 other Senators trying to figure 
out what we are going to do with the 
rest of the evening. If the Senator 
would just share that with me, if the 
Senator wants to talk 5 hours, that is 
his business. If he wants to talk 10 
hours, that is his business. But the 
pending VA–HUD bill is my business. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. My pending business 
that I think needs to be addressed by 
the Senate and the Congress is the out-
rageous treatment of Wisconsin dairy 
farmers. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Is the Senator not 
going to answer my question? 
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, my 

answer to the Senator’s question is 
that this needs to be addressed, and 
that is why I am here. 

Mr. President, I have the floor, I be-
lieve. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has the floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, since 
the question has been raised, I think it 
is time to review what has happened on 
the floor of the Senate and in the Con-
gress on this issue in the past. 

What has happened on this issue is 
that we have fought this battle fair and 
square in the Senate, won the battle, 
and then every time we get to con-
ference committee, somehow the will 
of this body is undone. In 1996, we had 
the only rollcall vote on the issue of 
the New England Dairy Compact, the 
Northeast Dairy Compact. I remember 
staying up until late at night lobbying 
Members, and we had a vote fair and 
square on whether or not we were going 
to set up this actually absurd notion of 
a New England Dairy Compact. 

So what did we do? We won the vote 
fair and square. I think it was some-
thing like 50–46. I remember the won-
derful help and support I received from 
the distinguished majority leader at 
the time, Senator Dole, in feeling it 
was a tough battle—one of these tough 
inter-regional battles—not a Repub-
lican or Democrat issue but that we 
had won fair and square. The House had 
not voted on the issue, but then they 
go over to the conference committee, 
and in the middle of the night, without 
any basis from the action of either 
House, they just stick in the con-
ference committee the idea that the 
Secretary of Agriculture could create a 
region in New England that would es-
tablish an artificially high price for 
milk for only one part of the country 
to the disadvantage of farmers every-
where else. 

That is how we got here. This was 
part of the so-called Freedom to Farm 
Act. 

We had hopes that the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Dan Glickman, for whom I 
have great regard and have enjoyed 
working with, would understand what a 
mistake it would be to create this com-
pact in the first place. We did every-
thing we could to persuade him not to 
go down this road—that it wouldn’t 
make sense; that it wouldn’t save 
northeastern dairy farmers; that it 
wouldn’t help consumers, and, in fact, 
would hurt consumers; that it would 
drive up production artificially in a 
way that would reduce prices for dairy 
farmers. I believe that is exactly what 
happened. 

Secretary Glickman is a bright guy, 
and he has an open mind. He watched 
this for a year and a half. He concluded 
that the New England Dairy Compact 
was not a good idea and proposed, 
along with his suggestions on changing 
the milk marketing order system, that 
we not have it anymore, that it expire. 

We pointed out on the floor of the 
Senate on many occasions how this no-

tion of a dairy compact, a regional 
economy for milk, could be applied in 
other situations. Perhaps we should 
say all the maple syrup in Vermont 
and States in that region should be 
sold, bought, and consumed in that one 
area and not exported to the rest of the 
country. Others have said we could do 
the same thing with blueberries. There 
would be a southern or Georgia peanut 
region, and all the peanuts grown there 
would have to be sold and consumed 
there. There would be an artificially 
high price for peanuts there but not 
anywhere else. Others carried it fur-
ther. Since we associate the great city 
of Seattle, the State of Washington, 
with computers, why not have com-
puters sold in the Northwest? 

I found even more interesting the no-
tion that country music should only be 
marketed in States such as Tennessee 
and Kentucky. I happen to be a fan of 
country music, so I find that troubling, 
although some of my younger staffers 
would be delighted if we had that kind 
of limitation on country music. I don’t 
think they like it. 

That is what this is, an artificial cor-
ruption of what should be a national 
dairy system. I don’t mean corruption 
in the sense of impropriety; I mean in 
the sense of undercutting the notion of 
free enterprise in which the dairy in-
dustry should be able to participate. 
The Secretary reviewed it, and he con-
cluded we shouldn’t have this anymore. 

There has been an effort on the Sen-
ate floor and throughout the summer 
on and off to attach the New England 
Dairy Compact to other bills, including 
the agricultural appropriations bill. It 
was a hard fought battle. I give credit 
to those who want to preserve the New 
England Dairy Compact for their will-
ingness to continue and to fight for 
their cause. They thought they were 
going to have 60 votes. They thought 
they had the votes to force this on to 
the bill. They did not, frankly, come 
very close at all. As I recall, they came 
some seven votes short of the goal 
rather than one or two. 

It was a decisive statement that 
made many in Wisconsin hope that fi-
nally, instead of just the politics of 
this, people would listen to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and realize this 
was not a good idea. We figured it was 
done. We knew we couldn’t be sure be-
cause of what was done in 1996 in the 
conference committee. But we had 
hopes that this would not happen 
again. However, this is, unfortunately, 
now what is happening or what we fear 
could be happening. 

In the conference committee, which I 
had a chance to observe last week for a 
while, there is a real possibility that 
the Secretary’s reasonable rec-
ommendations to modify to some ex-
tent the milk marketing order systems 
and to discontinue the Northeastern 
Dairy Compact—those items may be 
reversed and placed in the agricultural 
appropriations bill even though there 
has been no vote in the Senate or in 
the House to continue the dairy com-
pact. 

Although I certainly regret having to 
come to the floor and proceed in this 
manner, I essentially have no choice. 
My farmers expect me to come to 
Washington and fight for their rights. 
It won fair and square on the floor. Yet 
somehow in conference committee 
these fair votes are taken away. Once 
again, as has been the case over and 
over again, dairy farmers in the upper 
Midwest are given the short end of the 
stick. It is only because these mistakes 
were made in terms of putting this 
compact together. Even the person who 
approved them, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, now sees it was not a very 
good idea and should be discontinued. 

I say to the Senators whose bill is 
up—and it is an important piece of leg-
islation—it is a matter of what is going 
on in the conference committee now 
that forces me to come to the floor and 
explain in more detail to my colleagues 
just what is at stake. I don’t know how 
many times I will repeat this. I have 
already mentioned it. We had over 
45,000 dairy farmers in Wisconsin 
around 1980. Only about 19 years later, 
we have fewer than 25,000. That is a 
huge loss not only of a way of life but 
of an economic base in our State. It is 
a tragedy for our State to have this 
trend continue. 

Let me discuss a bit about the way 
the dairy industry is an integral part 
of our Nation’s culture and history. We 
will look at that role. 

Cheese, unlike its ancient cousin, yo-
gurt, is not a novel food to Americans. 
It came over to America with the ear-
liest settlers who made Cheddar cheese 
in their own homes. 

Like yogurt, though, the popularity 
of cheese has been steadily growing. 
One of the most natural and oldest of 
food products, dating back to the do-
mestication of animals, about 9000 
B.C., cheese was once so highly es-
teemed it was even used as a medium 
of exchange. It traveled with Greeks, 
the Romans and with the armies of 
Genghis Khan. During the Middle Ages, 
monks in the French monasteries de-
veloped a soft-ripened cheese, starting 
a cheese renaissance. Centuries later, 
in 1851, Jesse Williams built the first 
commercial cheese factory in America. 
Herkimer, in upstate New York, grew 
into the cheese center of the United 
States until the westward expansion of 
the country resulted in Wisconsin 
gradually exceeding New York in total 
annual production. As pioneer wagons 
moved west, boats continued to carry 
others from across the ocean. The im-
migrants introduced their own favorite 
cheeses to America and contributed to 
the ‘‘melting (cheese) pot.’’ 

As the number of cheeses available in 
the United States has enlarged, so has 
the consumer demand. The consump-
tion of cheese in 1975 was 14.2 pounds 
per person compared to 9.1 pounds in 
1965. 

Natural cheese is a product of milk 
that has been heated, pressed, and 
cured. In the United States, cheese is 
made from pasteurized cow’s milk. 
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While milk is generally used except for 
some varieties such as cottage cheese 
which uses skim milk. When milk is 
heated, usually with a starter of some 
kind, rennet or bacterial culture, it 
separates into soft curd and liquid 
whey. 

After the milk has been heated, but 
before it has started to ripen, the soft 
curd may be separated from the whey 
and with some additional treatment 
made into a fresh natural unripened 
cheese. 

Unripened cheeses contain relatively 
high moisture and do not undergo any 
curing or ripening. They are sold fresh 
and should be used within a few days 
after purchase. The gjetost and 
primost, however, because they contain 
very low moisture, may be kept refrig-
erated for several weeks or even 
months. 

Cottage cheese, is low calorie cheese, 
is made in different sized curds. The 
small-curd type is usually used in sal-
ads because it holds its shape better 
than the larger curds which are suit-
able for all other purposes. To prepare 
creamed cottage cheese, fresh cream is 
mixed with the curd to give it addi-
tional moisture and flavor. 

Cream cheese is of American origin 
and is one of our most popular soft 
cheeses. It is a mixture of milk and 
cream that is coagulated but 
unripened. 

Unripened cheese may also be divided 
into soft or firm types. 

Cream cheese and cottage cheese are 
examples of a soft unripened cheese. An 
example of firm unripened cheese is 
mozzarella. 

To make natural ripened cheese, the 
soft curd is taken from the liquid whey 
and then cured by holding it at a cer-
tain temperature and humidity for a 
specified period of time. 

Natural ripened cheeses may also be 
classified according to their degree of 
hardness. Authorities generally group 
natural cheese into four distinct 
groups of hardness: soft, semi-soft, 
firm, and very hard. Hardness has to do 
with moisture. The older the cheese, 
the lower its moisture content. 

Brie and Camembert, both of which 
originated in France, are ripened by 
mold. The curd is not cut nor is it 
pressed. Cheese lovers all over the 
world hold these two cheeses in the 
highest of esteem. 

Brie is considered to be the Queen of 
Cheeses. There are probably more lit-
erary references to Brie than to any 
other cheese. Its descriptions are often 
accompanied by superlatives but it is a 
difficult cheese to buy satisfactorily 
because it goes from under ripened to 
over ripened in a matter of a few days. 

It is at its peak when it has a consist-
ency of a heavy slow-pouring liquid and 
a yellow sheen. Under ripe Brie is flaky 
and chalky. Overripe Brie is very soft 
and has an off-order like ammonia. 

Camembert is a popular cheese in 
France and is widely known in the 
United States. It has as devoted a fol-
lowing as Brie and also the same 

ephemeral quality of being ripe for 
only a very short time. 

Limburger and Liederkranz are ex-
amples of bacteria-ripened cheeses. The 
different bacteria used in the ripening 
process are responsible for their char-
acteristic flavor and odor. 

Included in this category are the 
blue-veined cheeses. There are now 
over fifty varieties of blue cheeses 
made all over the world. However, the 
best known and most highly prized are 
Roquefort, Stiliton, and Gorgonzola. 

Blue cheeses are called the ‘‘king of 
cheeses.’’ They are made from cow’s 
milk. Roquefort is the exception. It is 
made from sheep’s milk and is cured in 
the cool damp caves of southwestern 
France. 

Bel Paese is a popular, all purpose 
cheese made in Italy and under license 
in the United States—Wisconsin, of 
course. It is a table cheese as well as 
cooking cheese. 

Brick is an original American Cheese 
whose name derives from either the 
shape of the cheese or, perhaps, from 
the brick originally used in pressing 
the curd. It is softer than Cheddar and 
less sharp. It is a strong cheese, but not 
as strong as Limburger. 

Muenster, as made in France where it 
is very popular, is strong cheese. It is 
used as table cheese. However, the 
American kind is much more bland and 
is suitable for cooking as well as for a 
table cheese. 

Port du Salut originated in a Trap-
pist monastery in France. The French 
import is usually mellow with a slight 
edge. 

The hard or firm cheese list includes 
the two most popular cheeses in the 
United States, Cheddar and Swiss. 

Cheddar cheese accounts for almost 
half of all the cheese consumed in 
America. It ranges from a very mild 
cheese to a very sharp one depending 
upon how long it’s been aged. A 
versatile cheese, suitable for most 
cheese dishes, it melts well. 

Canadian Cheddar is imported into 
the United States, but English Ched-
dar, by law, is not. The English rel-
ative to Cheddar, the famous Cheshire 
is imported. 

More American Cheddar cheese is 
made in Wisconsin than any other 
state. There are variations to different 
kinds of cheese. Colby is primarily 
made in the Midwest while Monterey 
(Jack) and Tillamook is processed on 
the West Coast. Colby is not as com-
pressed as the other cheddars and it 
has a higher moisture content. Mon-
terey is also a milder cheddar and has 
a higher moisture content. There is a 
more aged Monterey called ‘‘dry Mon-
terey’’ that can be used for grating. 

A large amount of Cheddar cheese 
sold in the United States is sold as 
processed American cheese. 

Provolone and Cacciocavalle are spun 
cheeses. The curd is placed in either 
hot water or hot whey and then 
stretched into its desired shape or size. 
They are an important ingredient in 
Italian cooking. The Provolone is usu-
ally smoked. 

The Edam and Gouda cheeses are the 
most popular cheeses imported from 
the Netherlands. Similar in flavor, the 
Edam is made from partly skim milk 
and the Gouda from whole milk. 

In the category of very hard cheeses, 
Parmesan has a mild to sharp piquant 
flavor and is famous as a seasoning in 
cooking. It has the natural ability of 
enhancing the flavor of foods. The im-
ported Italian Parmesan is a highly 
prized cheese and is used as a table 
cheese as well as for seasoning. The do-
mestic varieties are primarily grated 
for seasoning and for cooking. 

Romano is a sharper cheese than Par-
mesan. In Italy it is usually made from 
sheep’s milk instead of from cow’s 
milk. It is primarily a grating cheese 
but the less sharp cheese may be used 
as a table cheese. The domestic variety 
is primarily a grating cheese. 

Sap Sago is a grating cheese from 
Switzerland to which has been added 
dried clover. It is made by mixing whey 
and skim cow’s milk. 

I would like to say a little more 
about the process of making cheeses, 
butter, cream, and yogurt at home. 

Although animals have been milked 
by man almost from the dawn of civili-
zation, there are Egyptian paintings 
showing cattle being milked around 
2000 B.C., the use of liquid milk was al-
most unknown until comparatively re-
cently. 

Until the beginning of the 17th cen-
tury, milk drinking was considered 
quite injurious to health and, in view 
of the low standards of dairy hygiene, 
the incidence of cattle plague, and the 
fact that milk contained dangerous 
pathogenic factors, especially the 
germs of tuberculosis and typhoid, this 
was probably right at the time. 

It reminds me of a dairy farmer who 
came to see me after I was elected to 
the Senate. I met him in the reception 
area outside the Chamber. He told me 
he was going over to some of the 
former Soviet Republics to try to help 
farmers there learn some of the skills 
we have in dairy farming. He told me 
his goal was to make sure that the 
milk in one of these former Soviet Re-
publics could not walk to the market 
by itself. I understood what he was say-
ing. If you do not do this right, as we 
do in America, in Wisconsin, then we 
have to be concerned. That is one of 
the reasons milk might have gotten off 
to sort of a slow start in some of these 
countries, given the risks. 

The fact is, many children died of tu-
berculosis of bovine origin up until the 
late 19th century. It was not until the 
1930s, when pasteurization and refrig-
eration of milk became accepted, and 
when concentrated efforts were inaugu-
rated to eradicate the disease of bovine 
tuberculosis, that milk became safe 
and acceptable. I can tell you, growing 
up in Janesville, WI, we were taught 
about pasteurization as one of the most 
important events in human history. 
When you are from Wisconsin, that is a 
big deal, as it is almost anywhere. 

Mr. GRAMS. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Without yielding my 

right to the floor, I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. GRAMS. I heard the Senator ear-
lier talking about what is going on in 
the conference committee now, dealing 
with agricultural appropriations. The 
Senator talked about the Northeast 
Dairy Compact. As mentioned, we had 
a full and open debate, had a floor vote, 
and were able to defeat the compact— 
as we did 2 years ago, by the way. Also, 
we talked about farmers across the 
country, dairy farmers, recently voting 
for a compromise on milk marketing 
orders, the new orders that were put 
out by the USDA. It was not every-
thing everybody wanted, but it was a 
compromise between the 1–B and the 1– 
A. But now we find out again, as hap-
pened in 1997, people are working ac-
tively inside the conference to try to 
insert language to basically overturn 
those issues that have had widespread 
solid support, both among the dairy 
farmers across the country and also 
Members on the floor of the Senate. 

I was wondering why is this going on 
in the conference, in the Senator’s 
opinion? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota for his question. I note 
the presence of the senior Senator from 
Minnesota. Minnesota has fewer dairy 
farmers than Wisconsin, but it has a 
whole lot. Together, our two States 
comprise a tremendous percentage of 
dairy production in the country. We 
are adamant in this effort to try to 
stop what the Senator from Minnesota 
correctly points out is the same old 
trick. We won fair and square in 1997. 
There was not a vote in the House. 
They did not have a vote: should we 
have a New England Dairy Compact or 
not. We did. It was a tough vote. 

I tell you, this is a tough issue, a 
hard issue. One thing I like about it is 
that it is not about Republicans versus 
Democrats. It is one of those rare 
times when everyone in the body is 
open to be for something not based on 
their party but based on what is best 
for their area and what is best for the 
country. 

So we had quite a debate. We all 
worked together on it. As I pointed out 
earlier, it was a close vote, but we 
won—I hope I am not given the wrong 
number—I think with roughly a 50–46 
bipartisan vote where we voted not to 
have the compact. It went to con-
ference. 

I was in the State legislature in Wis-
consin for 10 years. We had conference 
committees. They were often not the 
most attractive moments, of course, as 
things that go on in conference com-
mittees get a little rough. But there 
was a basic understanding that unless 
there was some basis from one house or 
the other for the outcome, it could not 
be done. 

That is not what was done in this 
conference committee in 1996. Without 
any justification, this compact, or the 
permission to allow the Secretary of 
Agriculture to put the compact into ef-

fect, was placed in. And yes, I fear—al-
though I hope it does not happen—that 
is exactly what is happening again. 

There was an attempt here to force 
the compact continuation or extension 
on to the Ag appropriations bill. All 
three of us and Senator KOHL and oth-
ers worked together and many other 
Senators from across the country, and 
they did not even come close to getting 
the 60 votes. 

So that is my concern. That is why I 
am out here. 

Mr. GRAMS. I would like to follow 
up my question. 

I know Senator WELLSTONE would 
like to be part of this debate and ask a 
question as well. 

But I know we have some differences 
on the Freedom to Farm, but one thing 
Freedom to Farm did not do is pit one 
region of farmers against another, 
whether it was dealing with corn or 
soybeans or any of the other commod-
ities. But somehow when it comes to 
dairy, an antiquated system, as you 
mentioned, needs to be changed. 

We are looking at something that ba-
sically says we are going to have some 
winners in this country—when it comes 
to dairy—but we are going to have 
some losers. In other words, the dairy 
farmers in Wisconsin and Minnesota 
have the Government with an anti-
quated dairy program standing on their 
necks and saying: You are not going to 
be able to succeed because we are going 
to put limits on you. Yet we are going 
to give tremendous advantages to oth-
ers. 

All we are asking for is fairness, a 
level playing field. We are not asking 
for farmers in the Northeast or the 
Southwest to be disadvantaged. But we 
sure cannot support a program that 
says: You are going to have some farm-
ers who are winners and some who are 
losers. 

So how do we work this into a new 
dairy bill coming out of this session 
that is going to give our farmers just 
an opportunity to compete, which is all 
they ask for? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. To answer the excel-
lent question of the Senator from Min-
nesota, this makes no sense. You and I 
have views on the Freedom to Farm 
Act. I strongly oppose it. I thought it 
was a bad idea. In fact, the results of it 
are shocking. 

No one has been more eloquent about 
this than the senior Senator from Min-
nesota, who has pointed out the enor-
mous tragedy that has occurred with 
many farmers around the country be-
cause of that law. 

But what is bizarre about it, as you 
point out, is that in one area, instead 
of going the Freedom to Farm route, 
they voted to keep not just Govern-
ment regulation but to put in place a 
system of regulation and marketing 
that only dealt with one small region 
of the country where there are only a 
few thousand dairy farmers, when 
there are some 25,000 in Wisconsin and 
a substantial number in Minnesota. It 
is a complete opposite of the notion of 
a free market national system. 

Even for those of us who oppose the 
Freedom to Farm Act, those of us who 
oppose the Freedom to Farm Act are 
not proposing for wheat or corn or pork 
or beef or anything else that there be 
regional markets. Whatever philosophy 
you have, whether it be Government 
supports to guarantee our farmers do 
not fall below a certain level, or wheth-
er you believe in a complete freedom to 
farm or freedom to fail, some would 
say—either way—this idea of a regional 
market for a particular commodity is 
an example of ridiculous Federal inter-
ference. 

We need a national dairy market. 
Upper Midwestern farmers will do fine 
in a national dairy market. But one 
that is unfairly skewed for one region, 
when the underlying system is already 
terribly unfair, is a double whammy 
that has cost us far too many lives and 
far too many livelihoods of farmers in 
Wisconsin and Minnesota and through-
out the upper Midwest. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from Minnesota, Senator 
GRAMS, for his questions and his work 
on this issue. He has really been tire-
less in his advocacy for dairy farmers 
in Minnesota. 

I actually have two questions for the 
Senator from Wisconsin to which I 
would like him to respond. 

The first question is whether or not 
the Senator, since he is out here on the 
floor right now, could translate this de-
bate about the dairy compact in per-
sonal terms. In other words, there is a 
reason why you must be out here. If 
you could give other Senators a feel for 
what it has been like to be out at dairy 
farms, meet with dairy farmers, and 
what is happening to the families in 
Wisconsin and Minnesota. 

My second question would be, since 
the Senator is out here—and I don’t 
know what is the period of time; I 
know the Senator from Maryland 
wants to get some clarity on that, and 
I imagine the Senator will do what he 
needs to do and then move on with this 
bill, with the VA–HUD bill—I want to 
ask the Senator the other question, 
which is, again, the particular concern 
that he has about the nature of this 
process in the conference committee. 

You are out here to basically sound 
an alarm. You are out here to say: Lis-
ten, I want to make it clear that in no 
way, shape, or form should you be able 
in conference committee—which is al-
most behind the scenes basically—to 
negate a vote we had already. 

So I wonder whether you could deal 
with those: In personal terms, what 
this is about for dairy farmers in our 
States; and second, the particular 
point you intend to make right here on 
the floor of the Senate about what is 
happening right now in conference. 

You said it before, but I think it 
needs to be repeated. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. 
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I say no one has made it more his 

business to articulate what has hap-
pened to American farmers in general, 
particularly in the last few years. He 
was an inspiration to me in that regard 
before I got to this body. We are proud 
in Wisconsin, but not too proud to look 
west to Minnesota for that kind of in-
spiration at times. 

Let me start with the second ques-
tion. The first one involves, as you 
know, a lot of memories: 17 years of 
working with farmers. 

But the second question really is al-
ways a hard one. People say to me: 
How can it be that you have a vote, fair 
and square, in the body in which you 
have been elected to serve, and there 
was no vote in the other House, and 
somehow this committee that is ap-
pointed to get together to resolve the 
differences between the Houses ends up 
coming up with the exact opposite of 
what the Senate had resolved? 

You can say: Well, that’s the way 
things always are. But that does not 
satisfy people. There are supposed to be 
some rules, both formal and informal, 
about the way business is done. It has 
always been my understanding, unless 
there is some basis in one House or the 
other for putting something into the 
conference committee, it should not be 
put in there. 

It sounds like, as they say, inside 
baseball. But what it really is is a cyni-
cism that what we do out here is irrele-
vant to what happens in the conference 
committee. 

So I am sounding the alarm, as you 
suggested. I know people hate to lose. I 
hate to lose. I hated to lose when we 
won fair and square 2 years ago. I hated 
to lose when we begged the Secretary 
of Agriculture to not do this because 
we thought it was a lousy idea. He did 
not agree. Now he admits it is not a 
very good idea. 

I think it is time for those on the 
other side to understand that some-
times you win and sometimes you lose. 
There are rules, there is fairness, and 
there is no fairness to this process 
when we win this vote time and again 
on the floor of the Senate, and some-
how we are still stuck with this thing 
because of a few people in the con-
ference committee. 

I hope it does not happen, I say to the 
Senator from Minnesota, but I am wor-
ried about it. I certainly feel bad that 
I am compelled to do this in light of 
the wishes of the Senator from Mary-
land and people who are bringing this 
bill forward. It is a terribly important 
piece of legislation. We have to act on 
behalf of our dairy farmers and because 
of what has happened in the past. Be-
cause of the fact that fairness is not 
applied to our issue, we have no choice 
but to speak. The reason I feel so 
strongly is that I have watched the 
decimation of Wisconsin’s dairy farm-
ers. I became a State senator in 1982, 
just 2 years after the year I like to 
mention as sort of the benchmark, 
when we had over 45,000 dairy farmers 
in Wisconsin. I grew up in a family and 

am old enough to remember, we didn’t 
get our milk and our eggs at the store. 
The milk was delivered every morning 
by the milkman, and we got the eggs 
once a week by going out to farms in 
the area. That, to me, was the way it 
was done. We knew personally many of 
the family farmers in our area, and 
they were good friends of our family. It 
was part of our community. 

There was no question in my mind, 
when I was elected to the Wisconsin 
State Senate, representing a largely 
rural area, that at the very top of my 
list had to be making sure these folks 
who had been providing food for us for-
ever could continue to live. I would 
have been stunned and horrified to 
know that 17 years later I would be out 
here with about half of Wisconsin dairy 
farmers being lost. 

I can trace it for the Senator from 
Minnesota, if he would like, through 
the hundreds of conversations I have 
had. I had them as a State senator, and 
I have had them as a U.S. Senator. I go 
to every 1 of Wisconsin’s 72 counties 
every year and hold a town meeting. 
We open the door, and whoever wants 
to come to the town hall can come in. 
And in every 1 of Wisconsin’s 72 coun-
ties, except for possibly Milwaukee, a 
farmer has come in or many farmers 
have come in and told me about the 
pressure on them because of this pric-
ing system and, in the last couple of 
years, because of the overproduction 
that this New England Dairy Compact 
has caused. It varies. Sometimes they 
are just concerned. 

But I say to the Senator from Min-
nesota, in the last 2 years I have had 
farmers I have known for 17 years, 
proud men and women, come to my 
town meetings and begin their presen-
tation clearly, concisely, politely, but 
near the end of their presentation they 
have started to cry because they are 
sick and tired of not being able to pass 
on that farm to their kids. 

That is not a very fun thing to 
watch—to watch a 70-year-old man who 
is still working his farm take the time 
to come to my town meeting and to try 
to say how he felt and to be unable to 
complete the presentation and to prob-
ably feel embarrassed, but it is that 
bad. 

The hardest thing for me to hear is 
the farmer who says: I wanted my kids 
to go into farming, to go into dairy, 
but I cannot tell them it is a good idea. 
That is usually the point at which one 
of the farmers just can’t go on. His 
dream, a lot of times the dream of his 
son or daughter, is actually to con-
tinue the family tradition, and they 
can’t because the Federal Government 
is meddling in having a fair and open 
dairy market, the kind in which they 
would have done very well. 

That is a brief answer, and I could go 
on and on. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for one final question? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. The Senator has 

talked about his indignation about 

what might happen in conference com-
mittee, and we are on the floor trying 
to make it clear that it will be unac-
ceptable and we will fight it all the 
way, if there should be an effort to 
undo the vote of the Senate. 

The Senator has talked in personal 
terms. I want to say to him as a 
friend—I am not trying to get psycho-
logical here—but he spoke differently 
than I have ever heard him speak on 
the floor of the Senate when he talked 
about some of the farmers and con-
versations and how people start out 
very eloquent and rational and then 
just break down crying. I have had the 
same thing going on right now with 
many of our producers, dairy and crop 
and livestock, across the board. That is 
the convulsion in agriculture right 
now. It is awful. We have to change it. 

Could the Senator explain for people 
the connection between this fight, the 
plight of dairy farmers, and the na-
tional interests. Could he make a link-
age as to why he thinks it is in the in-
terest of our country not to have these 
compacts and to make sure that dairy 
farmers in Wisconsin and Minnesota 
have a fair shake and have the oppor-
tunity to be able to earn a decent liv-
ing. 

In other words, I can see how some 
would say, he is out here doing it for 
Wisconsin—we are doing it for our 
States—but what is the connection to 
the rest of us? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I say to the Senator 
from Minnesota, that really is the fun-
damental question. It relates closely to 
what he has done such an excellent job 
of talking about. This isn’t just about 
whether or not we are going to have a 
higher price for dairy farmers in New 
England or somewhat lower price in 
Wisconsin and the age-old regional bat-
tles. Something happens that is very 
dangerous to our democracy when we 
lose these small farms. We lose the 
ability to have people who own their 
own property produce our food. I think 
that is dangerous. 

What is happening in every sector of 
the economy, especially in agriculture, 
is the consolidation of the control of 
the food supply into a few hands. I 
think the Senator from Minnesota 
knows the statistics better than I do, 
but I think in grain, I was told that one 
company is going to control something 
like 95 percent of the grain. 

The Senator from Missouri, who was 
on the floor before, has made the point 
in meetings that we have a problem in 
this country when we go to the store 
and we buy some ham and we pay more 
for it than the farmer was getting for 
the whole pig for awhile. Somebody is 
making the money. It is not the small 
farmer. Dairy is only one example of 
this trend. 

What happens is, when you lose these 
small farms in places like Minnesota 
and Wisconsin, of course, milk is still 
being produced, but it tends to be pro-
duced in these very large corporate op-
erations, whether they are in Wis-
consin, but more likely in other places. 
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I remember flying into a western State 
that I won’t name and flying into an 
airport saying: What is that down 
there? It looked similar to the General 
Motors plant in Janesville. Somebody 
told me it was a dairy farm. 

This isn’t the dairy farming that I 
grew up to believe not only was basic 
to our economy but basic to our cul-
ture, basic to our democracy, and, yes, 
control of our own food supply. If big 
corporations and multinational cor-
porations own our land and our food 
supply, isn’t this even a question of na-
tional security? I think it is an ele-
ment of national security if we own our 
own food product. The best way to keep 
owning it is to have small, individual 
producers all over this country con-
tinue to survive. 

To me, I don’t know if that is exactly 
what the Senator from Minnesota was 
getting at, but it is a fair point that 
this isn’t just about the upper Midwest 
versus New England and so on. What it 
is really about is, can these small oper-
ators who live in Wisconsin and Min-
nesota continue to exist? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator is going to continue to 
speak, then that is one thing. I don’t 
want to hold up deliberations. I think 
the Senator from Maryland has a ques-
tion to ask. I will just simply defer. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I was 
prepared to go on to discuss the VA– 
HUD bill, and I am prepared to con-
tinue to discuss the VA–HUD bill. 

Mr. President, who has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Wisconsin has the floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, let 
me say, because the Senator from 
Maryland has been very patient, I am 
sorry I had to delay this important leg-
islation to this point. I am going to 
conclude for now. Again, I regret that 
this is necessary. However, as a Sen-
ator from the great State of Wisconsin, 
I will continue to fight for a fair na-
tional dairy policy as we await the out-
come of the conference and in the days 
to follow. 

Obviously, in taking this unusual 
step, I am merely signaling to the Sen-
ate that there certainly will be more 
discussions of the same kind if this 
goes forward. 

Before I yield the floor, I see the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. I wonder if he 
wanted to ask me one more question. 

Mr. GRAMS. I wanted to ask a quick 
question if I could. What we are asking 
for doesn’t cost money. This is not a 
request to give farmers in Minnesota or 
Wisconsin more money but to allow 
them the ability to compete on a level 
playing field. That is all we are asking 
for, as far as this dairy policy goes. 

As you mentioned, and very well 
have laid out the problem, this is a pro-
gram set up in 1930, completely out-
dated. If we were going to begin a new 
milk marketing program today, it 
would not look like anything debated 
in the committees at all. This is an un-
fair system, outdated. It has no rhyme 

or reason to markets or regions or pro-
ducers or our dairy farmers. So we 
have a system now, and all we are ask-
ing for is legislation or a program that 
would allow our farmers to compete. 
We are willing to compete with any-
body in any part of the country and let 
the chips fall where they may. 

At the same time, this program will 
cost consumers additional money, 
whether it is low-income, whether it is 
school lunch programs, or whatever it 
is. So this program has a lot of nega-
tives to it, and all we are asking for is 
a level playing field and competition. 
Is that what the Senator says? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Yes. I thank both 
Senators from Minnesota for joining 
me. Of course, the Senator is abso-
lutely right. This is not about a guar-
anteed price for the farmers. It is not 
about any kind of legislation, some of 
which I might support. This is an at-
tempt to prevent the continuation of 
an absurd distortion of our dairy mar-
ket in the New England Dairy Com-
pact. We are looking for fairness both 
in terms of the policy and the proce-
dure of this institution. I thank the 
Senator from Minnesota. Again, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland for, 
I hope, understanding. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator CARL 
LEVIN and Senator JOHN KERRY be 
added as cosponsors to the Bond-Byrd- 
Mikulski-Stevens VA health care 
amendment, No. 1744. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, as 
you know, we intended to have an ex-
tended conversation about the VA-HUD 
bill. Obviously, I appreciate the Sen-
ators’ needs to defend their constitu-
ents’ interests, and the plight of people 
losing businesses, of course, is signifi-
cant to us all. I wish I would have 
known the time so we could have been 
better able to organize and plan our 
amendments. 

I know the leadership of both parties 
is now consulting on what is the best 
way to proceed for the rest of the 
evening in terms of amendments to be 
offered. I know there are amendments 
that are being drafted, and I also know 
the two leaders are discussing what is 
the best way to come to closure on the 
number of amendments to be offered. 
So right this minute, because we 
missed a certain window to offer two 
important amendments, we are now in-
volved in a process. But I am reluctant 
to yield the floor except to Senator 
BOND because I am going to stick on 
VA–HUD, and with all of the compel-
ling issues in that bill. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 

very able ranking member for her ef-
forts to move the bill forward. We cer-
tainly intend to do so. I have a clari-
fying amendment, a technical correc-
tion amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1779 
(Purpose: To clarify the prohibition on using 

Federal funds for lobbying or litigating. 
This is a technical correction) 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1779. 

On page 111, beginning on line 4, strike out 
‘‘or be used’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘litigation activity’’ on line 5. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this is sim-
ply a technical correction the experts 
have told us is necessary to assure that 
the provisions in the law at that point 
are properly phrased. I know of no con-
troversy on it. It is technical in nature. 
I believe it has been cleared on both 
sides. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
think we are in agreement on this 
amendment. I am prepared to accept it. 

Mr. BOND. I ask for its adoption. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 1779) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 

Chair and all our colleagues. We have 
been making great progress. We are 
ready to move forward on several mat-
ters relating to the housing section of 
the bill. 

I am sorry that it appears we are not 
ready to do so. 

I renew my request to all Members 
who have amendments. We welcome 
the opportunity to look at them. On 
some of these amendments, we find we 
can work them out in a way that is 
very easy to accommodate the reason-
able requests of our colleagues. We 
want to do so in every possible way. 
But as I believe we have said many 
other times, we are facing a real time 
deadline. 

We need to get this measure passed 
out of the Senate, I hope, no later than 
tomorrow. Then we can go to con-
ference committee and get it back and 
send the conference report to the Presi-
dent prior to September 30 so this 
measure will not have to be included in 
the continuing resolution. To do so 
would relieve a tremendous amount of 
burdens from the agencies that are cov-
ered and would certainly move forward 
the work of this body. We have had 
good discussions, and we have had very 
helpful discussions from a number of 
Members who have not offered amend-
ments. We are not looking for more 
amendments, but if there are Senators 
who have either colloquies they wish 
us to include or amendments they wish 
to offer, we would be happy to consider 
them at this time. 
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Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 

to convey to the Senator from Missouri 
that we are trying to reach the Senator 
from Massachusetts about his amend-
ment. As you know, he was prepared to 
offer them and then he moved on to 
other constituent meetings because we 
didn’t know if we were in a filibuster or 
not. I didn’t even know, and we are 
sorry that we could not pinpoint the 
time. 

I say to the Senator from Missouri, 
just another few moments of patience. 
We are contacting Senator KERRY to 
see if he can break free from the meet-
ings and come to the floor to offer his 
amendment within the next 20 minutes 
or so, or shorter. In the meantime, we 
also know the Senator is anxious, as I 
am, for a unanimous consent to be 
hotlined with a deadline for amend-
ments to be filed. 

As I understand it, we are waiting for 
the majority leader to see if he is in 
agreement with the UC as proposed by 
the Democratic leader. We are waiting, 
one, for Senator LOTT on the UC, and 
Senator JOHN KERRY, the Senator from 
Massachusetts, to come this evening. If 
he can, we will keep on going. If not, I 
am not quite sure what the other 
amendments are. I know the Senator 
from Missouri has a whole group of 
constituents who are a special affinity 
group for him that he is anxious to get 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Maryland for her help. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1780 
(Purpose: To require a report on the effect of 

the allocation of funds under Veterans Eq-
uitable Resource Allocation (VERA) for-
mula on the rural subregions of the health 
care system administered by the Veterans 
Health Administration) 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 
Ms. SNOWE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1780: 

On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 108. (a) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the 
sense of the Senate that it should be the goal 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs to 
serve all veterans equitably at health care 
facilities in urban and rural areas. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Not later than 
six months after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall submit to the Committees on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the impact of the al-
location of funds under the Veterans Equi-
table Resource Allocation (VERA) funding 
formula on the rural subregions of the health 
care system administered by the Veterans 
Health Administration. 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of impact of the alloca-

tion of funds under the VERA formula on— 
(i) travel times to veterans health care in 

rural areas; 
(ii) waiting periods for appointments for 

veterans health care in rural areas; 
(iii) the cost associated with additional 

community-based outpatient clinics; 

(iv) transportation costs; and 
(v) the unique challenges that Department 

of Veterans Affairs medical centers in rural, 
low-population subregions face in attempt-
ing to increase efficiency without large 
economies of scale. 

(B) The recommendations of the Secretary, 
if any, on how rural veterans’ access to 
health care services might be enhanced. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I have let 
the clerk read the entire sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution because I think it 
makes the point. I believe there is 
nothing further I can add to the terms 
of that Senate resolution. It simply re-
quires VA to undertake a study of rural 
subregions. I urge its adoption. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I con-
cur with its adoption and want to con-
gratulate the Senator from Maine, Ms. 
SNOWE, for this amendment. Her cri-
teria on Veterans Equitable Resource 
Allocation—nicknamed VERA—is abso-
lutely right. I hope the VA uses it as a 
model for looking at the delivery gen-
erally: Travel time to veterans’ health 
care, waiting time for appointments, 
costs associated with additional com-
munity-based outpatients, and also not 
only the waiting period but what we 
heard in other debate is, sometimes 
they wait and then they are sent home, 
sending them back another 150 miles 
and coming back another 150 miles. I 
believe our veterans have marched long 
enough and they shouldn’t have to 
march to get their health care. 

This side of the aisle accepts this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1780) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, thank you 
very much. I thank my colleague from 
Maryland. I believe it is a very good 
amendment. 

We are at this moment waiting to 
find out from others what the schedule 
will be for this evening and whether 
there are additional amendments to be 
offered. 

At this point, we intend to stay on 
the bill. I see the Senator from Nevada 
is ready to speak on the bill. I withhold 
my suggestion on the quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about two important 
components of the legislation before us 

today that would severely impact the 
state of public housing both in my 
home state of Nevada and throughout 
our nation. 

The distinguished chairman and 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
have undoubtedly worked hard to pro-
vide the needed funding for a number of 
critical programs in the VA–HUD ap-
propriations bill. I commend them for 
their efforts. Nevertheless, I am forced 
to say that I am disappointed that this 
bill falls far short in continuing our 
commitment to provide affordable, 
quality housing to low and moderate 
income families. 

Of particular concern, Mr. President, 
is the lack of funding for any new sec-
tion 8 housing vouchers despite the 
considerable demand and need for such 
assistance in communities throughout 
the nation. 

The section 8 program provides vital 
assistance to American families. 

In 1998, 1.4 million Americans were 
receiving assistance under this pro-
gram and countless more have been on 
waiting lists for months and sometimes 
years for this needed assistance. 

Who receives assistance under the 
Section 8 program? According to CRS, 
recipients of section 8 vouchers are 
typically single-parent households with 
children under the age of 18. Most par-
ticipants have income well below the 
poverty level, and the average house-
hold income of a recipient is well below 
$10,000. 

Mr. President, we are all aware that 
the American economy has been roar-
ing for the last few years, and we are 
all delighted that inflation and unem-
ployment numbers are at record lows 
and job growth and housing starts are 
at record highs. But lost in this eco-
nomic expansion and prosperity are 
millions of Americans who continue to 
struggle to make ends meet and ade-
quately provide for their families. 

The section 8 program has histori-
cally served as a lifeline to low income 
households, providing needed assist-
ance to those American families seek-
ing to raise their children in quality, 
affordable homes in safe, livable com-
munities. 

Last year we were successful in pro-
viding almost 100,000 new section 8 
vouchers to address the substantial 
shortage in affordable housing, the 
first new vouchers in five years. 

As my colleagues will recall, the au-
thorizing legislation passed by the Sen-
ate last year authorized 100,000 new 
section 8 housing vouchers for the up-
coming fiscal year. 

And yet the legislation before us pro-
vides no new vouchers despite the 
growing gap between the public hous-
ing assistance needed and assistance 
available. 

As an example of how disconcerting 
this issue has become in my own state 
of Nevada, low and moderate income 
families in Las Vegas, Reno and nu-
merous other communities currently 
have to wait for a period of over 8 
months for public housing—8 months, 
Mr. President. 
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The wait for section 8 vouchers in 

Nevada is even worse. That delay is 
over 50 months, Mr. President. Over 
four years for a section 8 voucher. And 
yet the legislation before inexplicably 
does not provide any additional fund-
ing for section 8 housing vouchers de-
spite this substantial increase in de-
mand. 

It is my understanding that there 
will be an amendment to this bill to 
provide additional vouchers along the 
lines of the administration’s request 
and I look forward to supporting that 
effort. 

Let me address another issue that I 
believe was inadequately addressed in 
the bill and that I regret to say in my 
view is a setback. 

I was also disappointed to learn that 
the underlying legislation before us 
today seeks to zero-out HUD’s highly 
effective Community Builders Pro-
gram. 

Let me say parenthetically that dur-
ing the recently concluded August re-
cess my staff and I had the chance to 
visit with some of the community 
builders to learn about their effective-
ness, and in the very short time that 
this program has been in existence I 
have heard considerable feedback from 
local officials, community leaders, and 
others throughout our State in praise 
of the Community Builders Program. 

By way of example, the eight commu-
nity builders working in HUD’s Las 
Vegas regional office have been able to 
bring HUD officials and community 
leaders together to solve local prob-
lems by developing strategies that 
draw resources from a multitude of 
Federal programs. All who are familiar 
with the Federal bureaucracy know it 
can be very difficult to bring together 
all the various programs with all of 
their intricacies and requirements and 
to meld those together to develop an 
effective program for the housing needs 
of our communities. 

During the brief existence of this pro-
gram, we have witnessed a number of 
success stories in both the southern 
and northern parts of Nevada. Let me 
share some recent accomplishments of 
the program in the Las Vegas area. 
Community builders in Las Vegas have 
partnered with southern Nevada’s local 
office of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to facilitate the conveyance of a 
large tract of vacant BLM land to the 
city of Las Vegas for the development 
of affordable housing for low-income 
and moderate-income residents. 

Community builders are working 
with several housing partners to de-
velop two to four units of single-family 
detached housing using technologically 
advanced materials and building proc-
esses to show how technology can re-
duce the cost and improve the quality 
of single-family housing. 

Community builders are undertaking 
the first phase of development of a new 
400-unit mobile home park in Pahrump, 
NV. Pahrump, NV, is located in my 
county and one of the 10 fastest grow-
ing counties in the entire country. This 

is being done at the same time by 
streamlining housing code compliance 
to ensure safety and yet also to reduce 
the cost. 

Community builders in Las Vegas are 
working to develop a lender certifi-
cation program designed to assist in 
the extension of mortgage programs 
and products to an increased number of 
low- and moderate-income families and 
individuals. These success stories in 
the southern part of our State have 
also been mirrored in northern Nevada. 

For example, when BHP Copper Mine 
in Ely shut down mining operations, 
more than 400 individuals representing 
12 percent of the area’s workforce were 
laid off, dealing a devastating blow to a 
struggling community. The community 
builders in Reno immediately went to 
work, joining with local officials in or-
ganizing a community partnership 
forum with community leaders and 
representatives from many Federal, 
State, and nonprofit agencies. This ef-
fort resulted in the development of an 
action plan that identified solutions 
and opportunities for mitigating the 
adverse economic and housing effects 
caused by these massive layoffs. This 
initiative is being held up as a model 
throughout rural Nevada for rural com-
munities to develop comprehensive 
local strategies responsive to economic 
downturns in the mining industry and 
the longer-term need for greater eco-
nomic diversification. 

I might add as an aside, we learned 
from two of our counties, Humboldt 
and Lander Counties, two counties I 
visited and spent time in with their 
county commissioner and citizens in 
August, those counties have also been 
affected as a result of a series of layoffs 
in the mining industry. They, too, are 
buffeted by worsening economic condi-
tions. 

Once again, the community builders 
are being called into action to assist 
community leaders in finding ways to 
stabilize rural economies and housing 
markets in the face of falling gold 
prices in the global market. 

In sum, the Community Builders Pro-
gram strikes me as a smart and cost-ef-
fective way to do business. By breaking 
down the old bureaucratic hurdles that 
often hinder customer service and 
working at the grassroot levels with 
communities ranging from the sprawl 
of Las Vegas to a rather small commu-
nity such as Ely, NV, the Community 
Builders Program has proven highly ef-
fective in finding solutions to critical 
challenges facing our urban and rural 
communities. 

It is my hope that before this legisla-
tion is passed by the Senate, these two 
critically important and highly suc-
cessful programs are addressed in a 
way that will allow the Federal Gov-
ernment to continue its commitment 
to providing affordable housing to the 
millions of Americans who depend upon 
such assistance and to allow the Com-
munity Builders Program to continue 
its work in building successful partner-
ships within our communities to solve 
local problems. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the kind words the Senator from 
Nevada shared. We did appreciate 
working with the Senator on these 
very important bills. I thank him for 
his interest. 

With respect to the new vouchers, I 
believe I have already addressed at 
some length why we have not rec-
ommended any new vouchers. We do 
not have the resources identified to 
maintain the ones we have. In fact, 
there are $40 million worth of addi-
tional vouchers for the disabled. We 
put in $100 million for the Opt Out Pro-
gram to protect the residents in sec-
tion 8 housing where the landlords are 
choosing to get out of the program. We 
are also working through HOME and 
CDBG to provide additional housing fa-
cilities. I have stated those points be-
fore. I will not reiterate them at any 
length. 

With respect to community builders, 
we will address this in conference. The 
bill would terminate HUD’s Commu-
nity Builders Program for all external 
community builders. We were origi-
nally told there were supposed to be 
about 200 staff. It is now up to 800. The 
program represents about 9 percent of 
the HUD staff. In fiscal year 1999, HUD 
is expecting to spend as much in funds 
for staff and support costs for this pro-
gram as they will spend for the HUD’s 
community planning and development 
staff, which is responsible for admin-
istering programs such as CDBG and 
the homeless. 

I believe investing in 2-year terms for 
employees hired out of the normal 
practices of HUD is a questionable use 
of scarce resources. What does it say 
about the capabilities of existing HUD 
staff when the Secretary says we have 
to bring in people who are hired for a 2- 
year term outside of the normal hiring 
practices to explain HUD programs? It 
says something is going on. 

Before the community builders’ staff 
was hired, the roles were not ade-
quately defined by HUD. It is still in 
the process of developing and defining 
the role, even though most of the posi-
tions have been filled for several 
months. According to the information 
we have from the IG, 76 percent of the 
external community builders’ initial 
hiring was not in accordance with Fed-
eral selection rules. The hiring ap-
peared to be political despite the assur-
ances to the contrary. 

The FHA Commissioner in charge of 
the multifamily housing has written: 

Community Builders in certain areas have 
misinterpreted or overstepped their role in 
dealing with HUD’s identified multifamily 
projects. 

In his letter, the Commissioner 
states: 

It cannot be stressed too strongly that the 
Community Builders must communicate 
with the appropriate HUD staff. 

In my view, community builders are 
not acting as HUD staff. They are act-
ing in the capacity of lobbyists or pub-
lic affairs representatives for HUD. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:12 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S22SE9.REC S22SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11247 September 22, 1999 
HUD already has a public affairs office. 
The public affairs office is providing 
the direction to these people. The De-
partment recently directed the com-
munity builders to reach out to the 
media to voice strong opposition to the 
House of Representatives appropria-
tions fiscal year 2000 budget. I can 
state that they are also reaching out to 
lobby Congress to keep the community 
builders. I don’t need to fund a group of 
people whose job it is, in addition to all 
the other normal functions of HUD, to 
lobby me and tell the news media how 
valuable they are when they are only 
on for 2 years and, according to the in-
formation we have, have not even in 
some instances been able to define the 
job of HUD and the roles and the pro-
grams of HUD adequately. 

I don’t believe there is an amend-
ment pending. We will have more to 
say about that at length if it is brought 
up in the form of the amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1785 
(Purpose: To provide a period of time for 

consultation and evaluation of any realign-
ment plan for the VISN 12 health care de-
livery system) 
Mr. BOND. On behalf of Senators 

FITZGERALD and DURBIN, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 
Mr. FITZGERALD, for himself, and Mr. DUR-
BIN, proposes an amendment numbered 1785. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this Act, none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this 
Act for the Medical Care appropriation of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs may be obli-
gated for the realignment of the health care 
delivery system in VISN 12 until 60 days 
after the Secretary of Veterans Affairs cer-
tifies that the Department has (a) consulted 
with veterans organizations, medical school 
affiliates, employee representatives, State 
veterans and health associations, and other 
interested parties with respect to the re-
alignment plan to be implemented, and (b) 
made available to the Congress and the pub-
lic information from the consultations re-
garding possible impacts on the accessibility 
of veterans health care services to affected 
veterans. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on both 
sides. There had been great concern in 
the Chicago area about the realign-
ment of the VA facilities. This measure 
simply assures appropriate procedures 
are followed so all parties involved 
have an opportunity to express them-
selves. 

This has been a longstanding concern 
with the VA. We do believe they should 
continue to move forward, as we said 
before, in closing unneeded facilities. 

But in doing so, it is vitally important 
they go through the proper processes 
which allow those affected to have a 
say and a stake in the process. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, first 
of all, I thank Senator BOND for work-
ing with the Senator from Illinois, Mr. 
DURBIN. I know Senator FITZGERALD 
also had a keen interest in this par-
ticular issue. I am ready to also accept 
this amendment and wish to note, 
though, this seems to be a pattern with 
VA, where our colleagues in the Con-
gress have to keep giving them com-
monsense criteria on how to decide 
what is the best way to serve veterans. 

We know we are in the veterans’ 
health care business. We know we are 
not in the veterans’ real estate busi-
ness. But surely, clear criteria and 
talking with the people most affected 
would go a long way. 

There was a saying in the early Pol-
ish Parliament that said: 

Nothing about us without us. 

I think that is the way the veterans 
feel. That is the way the Members of 
the Senate feel: Hello, Veterans Ad-
ministration. Please, get to work on 
these criteria and follow what the Sen-
ate is telling you. 

I am happy to accept this amend-
ment and urge its adoption. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1785) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we thank 
the Senators from Illinois for working 
with us on what we think is a very 
positive step forward that will allow 
the VA to perhaps shift resources to 
serve veterans better. We are very 
pleased we could fashion an appro-
priate format for developing criteria to 
make sure the process is done in a fair 
and equitable manner. 

I see the Senator from Ohio. I believe 
he has two amendments to offer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1782 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds by the 

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for the establishment at any field 
center of a research capability that would 
duplicate a research capability that exists 
at another field center) 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I send 

amendment No. 1782 to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1782. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 113, between lines 16 and 17, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 431. Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this Act, none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available for the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion by this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for purposes of establishing at a field 
center of the Administration any research 
capability that would duplicate a research 
capability that currently exists at another 
field center of the Administration. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, let me 
first thank my friend from Missouri, 
Senator BOND, and my colleague from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI. They 
have produced, I believe, under some 
very tough, difficult circumstances, a 
very excellent, very fair, and very bal-
anced bill. Members of the Senate are 
certainly indebted to them for the tre-
mendous work they have put in and the 
product they have produced. 

The amendment I have just sent to 
the desk is a very commonsense 
amendment. In fact, I believe it really 
builds upon the very commonsense lan-
guage included in the VA-HUD appro-
priation bill committee report. That 
part of the committee report states the 
committee is concerned about the du-
plication of work being performed 
throughout the NASA field centers. It 
instructs NASA, by April 15 of the year 
2000, to produce a preliminary action 
plan to map out what each of the field 
center’s future roles and responsibil-
ities will be. 

The most important part of this re-
port language states: 

NASA should identify where a center has 
or is expected to develop the same or similar 
expertise and capacity as another center, in-
cluding justification for this need. 

I do not believe, at a time when 
NASA’s overall funding is increasing, 
NASA should be duplicating any capa-
bilities that already exist at one center 
at a different center. It just makes no 
sense. This really defies logic. My 
amendment would simply prevent 
NASA from spending any money to du-
plicate capabilities that already exist. 

Let me say in conclusion, I appre-
ciate that the authors of this bill are 
willing to accept this amendment. Let 
me pledge to the authors of the bill, I 
will continue to work with them and 
continue to work with NASA to resolve 
this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I commend 
the Senator from Ohio on his staunch 
support and advocacy of the programs 
at the Glenn Space Center. Because of 
his very strong advocacy, we included 
funds for the future launch program 
and other things that we think are 
vital to the long-term interests of 
NASA. We expect those programs will 
go forward. My view is, I am willing to 
accept this amendment and the addi-
tional amendment he proposes to en-
sure that NASA preserves the integrity 
of the mission of the Glenn Space Cen-
ter. 
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Having said that, I have some prob-

lems. The amendment, if finally adopt-
ed into law, would be too constraining 
and might result in unintended con-
sequences. We need to call NASA’s at-
tention to these problems but also give 
them needed flexibility that might not 
be there. 

That said, I expect NASA to operate 
in good faith in maintaining the pro-
grams at the Glenn Space Center. This 
is critical. I expect NASA can resolve 
the concerns of Senator DEWINE so 
these provisions can be dropped in con-
ference. I might note for my col-
leagues, the Senate report for NASA 
already states that ‘‘each NASA center 
be vested with specific responsibilities 
and activities.’’ 

I think we are all moving in the same 
direction. I believe the Senator’s admo-
nitions included in this amendment 
that will be accepted here should suf-
fice. 

So I urge we accept the amendment. 
I will urge we accept the second 
amendment as well. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I con-
cur with the analysis offered by Sen-
ator BOND. Rather than simply repeat, 
I concur in his comments. I say that to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

You have the Ames Research Center 
in Ohio. It has served the Nation well. 
It needs to be respected for what it has 
given to the Nation. As we look to the 
future of NASA, there needs to be the 
kind of analysis we talked about. So I 
concur with both the comments and 
the strategy offered by the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent Senator VOINOVICH 
be added to this amendment and the 
subsequent amendment I will offer in a 
moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I think we are ready to 
vote on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1782) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1781 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds by the 

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for the transfer of research aircraft 
from Glenn Research Center, Ohio, to any 
other field center) 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1781. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 113, between lines 16 and 17, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 431, None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration by 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
purposes of transferring any research air-
craft from Glen Research Center, Ohio, to 
another field center of the Administration. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, again 
the chairman and ranking member 
have indicated they accept this amend-
ment. I appreciate their consideration 
very much. 

I want to say in regard to the pre-
vious amendment, I appreciate the 
comments. I am sure this is a matter 
that can be resolved in consultation 
with NASA. We are all trying to 
achieve the same thing. I fully expect 
this will be done. 

Mr. BOND. With the same caveat 
added on the first amendment, this side 
is willing to accept the amendment. I 
commend the Senator for dealing with 
this very real concern, and I trust this 
will send the appropriate message to 
NASA. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1781) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SCHUMER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As 
though in morning business? 

Mr. SCHUMER. It is on this bill. I 
don’t need to ask unanimous consent, 
do I? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. SCHUMER. What a great body. 
Mr. President, I rise today to share 

my concerns about the VA-HUD appro-
priations bill. I first thank the chair-
man and the ranking member for their 
efforts on the bill. This is a bill with 
many important programs that are 
very popular which has a limit to fund-
ing. I know how hard it is to please ev-
erybody on this bill. Under the budget 
caps, it is next to impossible to find 
the money to do what is necessary. So 
I appreciate that. 

But I do rise to voice my concerns. I 
will support the amendment to be of-
fered by the Senator from Massachu-
setts, Senator KERRY, if he should offer 
it, to add an additional 50,000 section 8 
affordable housing vouchers, because 
this amendment is a step in the right 
direction. I hope the Senate will adopt 
the amendment and work with the 
House to ensure that it is part of any 
package sent to the President. 

New York City and New York State 
have a severe housing shortage. It is 
not just in New York City. In New 
York City, there are over 400,000 people 
who need homes. In Rochester, there 
are nearly 20,000 families with severe 
housing needs. In New York City, there 
are over 150,000 families on public hous-
ing waiting lists alone; and 220,000 fam-
ilies waiting for section 8 help. The 
waiting list is as long as 8 years in 
each case. 

In Syracuse, families must wait 2 and 
a half years before they get section 8 
help. In Rochester, there are 1,700 fami-
lies waiting for public housing, and 
4,500 are waiting for section 8. The bill 
will make these families wait even 
longer. 

The bill adds no new section 8 vouch-
ers, and the public housing is dramati-
cally underfunded. 

New York State Comptroller Carl 
McCall—our excellent comptroller— 
issued a report in July highlighting 
that New York City’s public housing 
needs over $7 billion in major repairs. 

Under this bill, I fear these prop-
erties will further deteriorate, threat-
ening the health and safety of children 
and seniors, the disabled and veterans 
who live in these communities who de-
pend on this Congress to meet our obli-
gations. 

Our Nation has invested over $90 bil-
lion to house the poorest Americans. 
This bill, I believe, uses these invest-
ments as spare parts for other parts of 
the budget. Let’s put a face on the 
budget. 

Many of those who are helped by the 
housing programs that are underfunded 
by this budget are the most vulnerable 
in our society. About half of section 8 
beneficiaries are children. Over 40 per-
cent of those in public housing are chil-
dren. 

Last year, Congress did take a step 
forward. We authorized 100,000 addi-
tional section 8 vouchers in the public 
housing reform bill. We made progress 
by adding 50,000. This year, however, 
the Senate and the House decided the 
Nation does not need any more. 

The hundreds of thousands of New 
Yorkers, and many more other Ameri-
cans, waiting for safe and affordable 
housing need more than the bill offers. 

About 5 and a half million families 
spend more than half their income on 
housing. Many of those are in New 
York State. Recent studies have indi-
cated that for many of these families 
the situation is getting worse. The 
Kerry amendment will help them. 

The section 8 vouchers that this 
amendment funds will help Congress 
fulfill its promise to working families, 
particularly families leaving welfare. If 
we are committed to strong commu-
nities and want to shrink the welfare 
rolls, new section 8 authority can only 
help. 

If the bill was absolutely perfect for 
veterans, but shortchanged housing, I 
would be a little happier. Although I 
feel strongly about section 8 public 
housing, the bill also achieves only a 
bear minimum for veterans. 
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As other Senators have pointed out, 

99 of us are on record that a full $3 bil-
lion over the President’s request is 
needed. I agree with this and I am dis-
appointed that the Wellstone amend-
ment failed. 

Veterans hospitals across my State 
have laid off hundreds of staff this year 
alone. Despite promises from the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, I believe 
that even more staff will have to go if 
this bill goes through. 

So, in conclusion, I appreciate the 
job, the difficult job that the chairman 
and the ranking member face. It is not 
easy when there are so many impor-
tant needs and so few funds. I just wish 
either we could find the extra money or 
at the very least the priorities were a 
little different because of housing and 
veterans needs that are so pressing in 
my State. 

I thank the chairman and ranking 
member for their courtesy. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from New York for his very 
moving comments. I agree with him 
that we need more housing. I stated 
earlier my concerns that section 8 is 
not providing more housing. This is a 
long-term problem on which we must 
work. There are many challenges in 
the section 8 program, not the least of 
which is, as I said earlier, being able to 
continue the section 8 assistance for 
those who have it. So I will not pursue 
this discussion any longer. We will 
have an opportunity to do so tomor-
row. 

I believe we are winding up. 
Mr. President, I do have one other 

amendment I would like to offer which 
simply calls on the GAO to conduct a 
study of possible revisions to the cap-
ital structure of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank System and report to the 
Congress not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this act. 

I am sure everybody is looking for-
ward to having another study from 
GAO. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1786 
I send this amendment to the desk 

and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1786. 

Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous consent 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . GAO STUDY ON FEDERAL HOME LOAN 

BANK CAPITAL. 
(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of 

the United States shall conduct a study of— 
(1) possible revisions to the capital struc-

ture of the Federal Home Loan Bank Sys-
tem, including the need for— 

(A) more permanent capital; 
(B) a statutory leverage ratio; and 
(C) a risk-based capital structure; and 
(2) what impact such revisions might have 

on the operations of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank System, including the obligation of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank System under sec-
tion 21B(f)(2)(C) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to the Congress on the 
results of the study conducted under sub-
section (a). 

Mr. BOND. It is a simple amendment. 
I urge the adoption of the amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this 
side has reviewed the amendment. We 
think a GAO study on this topic will 
definitely be in the national interest. I 
am willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator. 
I ask unanimous consent the amend-

ment be agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no further debate, without objection, 
the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 1786) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish 
to convey to the chairman of the sub-
committee that the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts said he would be ready to go 
first thing in the morning. So I know 
of no other amendments this evening 
where the Senators are ready to offer 
them. My suggestion would be that we 
close out this evening and begin bright 
and early with the Kerry of Massachu-
setts amendments on section 8 and also 
the issue of housing for AIDS patients. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I share the 
Senator’s hope. It does appear there 
will not be any further business on this 
bill tonight. We are awaiting the final 
OK from the leadership. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that all remaining first- 
degree amendments, other than one for 
each leader and a manager’s package 
and a measure relating to Y2K by Sen-
ators DODD and BENNETT, to the HUD- 
VA appropriations bill be relevant or 
sense-of-the-Senate language. I further 
ask unanimous consent that all second- 
degree amendments be relevant to the 
first-degree amendment they propose 
to amend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. AKAKA addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I take 
the floor to commend my friends, the 
chairman and the ranking member, for 
their efforts in coming forward with a 
bill that provides valuable funding for 
veterans and key housing programs. 

However, I urge my colleagues to 
provide additional funding for section 8 
vouchers. We have talked a lot about 
this. In my State of Hawaii, there is a 
20-month wait for public housing and a 
44-month wait for section 8 vouchers. 
Without additional funding for these 
programs, Hawaii’s residents will only 
see an increase in the waiting period 
for public housing and section 8 vouch-
ers. We must ensure that adequate 
funding is provided for these important 
programs which benefit so many peo-
ple. 

Lastly, I wish to also urge my col-
leagues to revisit the Community 
Builders Program and provide HUD 
with the ability to continue this valu-
able program. In my State, this pro-
gram has provided a valuable service 
for Hawaii’s low-income families. 

Once again, I commend the chairman 
and ranking member for making very 
tough decisions in crafting this legisla-
tion. I know it was not easy, and I am 
pleased the committee sought addi-
tional funding for our Nation’s vet-
erans’ health care system. But I hope 
we also understand the need for afford-
able housing, and I urge the committee 
to revisit this issue in conference. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 

good friend from Hawaii for his percep-
tive comments. We will be happy to 
discuss those issues. We appreciate the 
insights and look forward to working 
with him to attempt to deal with the 
specific problems he finds in his beau-
tiful State. I do appreciate his coming 
to share with us his views. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity first to 
applaud Senator BOND and Senator MI-
KULSKI for the tremendous job they 
have done balancing the demands of 
some of our most important programs 
with a very limited budget. The Fiscal 
Year 2000 VA/HUD and Independent 
Agencies appropriations bill which 
they have crafted is a good bill and 
stands in stark contrast to the House 
passed bill which included some dev-
astating cuts to a number of very im-
portant housing and community devel-
opment programs. The Chairman and 
Ranking Member were very responsive 
to my requests and concerns with the 
bill as were their staffs. 

I do remain concerned about funding 
for several HUD programs and I hope 
that there will be an opportunity in 
conference to revisit these accounts 
and provide some additional funding. 
In particular, the failure to fund incre-
mental section 8 vouchers will cause a 
real hardship for the thousands of fam-
ilies across the country on wait lists 
for rental assistance. In Vermont alone 
the wait for Section 8 rental assistance 
can stretch for years and some lists 
have been closed completely because of 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:12 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S22SE9.REC S22SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11250 September 22, 1999 
the extensive wait. The booming econ-
omy is great for business but not so 
good for low-income families who are 
finding themselves priced out of the 
housing market. More and more people 
in Vermont and throughout the coun-
try are paying more than 30 percent of 
their income for housing. Last year 
Congress authorized 100,000 vouchers 
for FY 2000. The Administration has in-
cluded those vouchers in their budget 
request. We should include funding for 
those vouchers in the FY 2000 VA/HUD 
Appropriations bill. 

I would also like to voice my concern 
for the funding provided for the 
Youthbuild program and for the Neigh-
borhood Reinvestment Corporation. 
Youthbuild is a wonderful example of a 
program that is helping develop leader-
ship skills in at-risk youth while pro-
viding much needed affordable housing. 
The program has been an unqualified 
success in Vermont where Youthbuild 
participants have constructed and re-
habilitated affordable housing in Bur-
lington’s Enterprise Community. From 
weatherizing homes to building single 
and multi-family housing, Youthbuild 
Burlington has proven the value of this 
program in investing at-risk youth in 
their communities while building skills 
for the future, and meeting the critical 
need for quality affordable housing in 
Burlington. Earlier this year I joined 49 
of my colleagues in a letter to Senator 
BOND and Senator MIKULSKI supporting 
a $75 million appropriation for the 
Youthbuild program. Unfortunately 
the bill we are considering includes 
only $42.5 million for this valuable pro-
gram. The Department’s ability to 
offer grants to new Youthbuild pro-
grams or provide additional support for 
existing programs would be greatly re-
duced by this funding level. I hope that 
we will be able to increase funding for 
Youthbuild in Conference. 

The Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration (NRC) is another important 
HUD program which received a signifi-
cant funding cut. This bill reduces 
funding for the NRC by a third. The 
NRC has been an invaluable partner in 
the drive to increase home ownership 
in Vermont and throughout the nation. 
Four homeownership centers in 
Vermont are currently implementing 
the Neighborworks model of ‘‘full cycle 
lending’’ which has made such a dif-
ference in bringing the opportunity of 
homeownership to lower income fami-
lies in my state. Time after time, these 
homeownership centers have allowed 
families who would not otherwise have 
been considered by commercial lenders, 
to secure mortgages for affordable 
homes, and helped families who would 
otherwise have suffered foreclosure re-
main in their homes. The level of fund-
ing proposed in the Senate bill would 
prevent 12,000 families currently in the 
pipeline from receiving further assist-
ance, and would result in 8,700 fewer 
families realizing the dream of home-
ownership and 80,000 families not re-
ceiving homebuyer or foreclosure pre-
vention counseling. I hope that we can 

prevent those results by providing ad-
ditional funding for this valuable pro-
gram in conference. 

Finally, I would like to once again 
express my support for the Community 
Development Financial Institutions 
(CDFI) program. The Senate bill pro-
vides $80 million for this important 
program, $15 million below last year’s 
level and $45 million below the Presi-
dent’s request. The CDFI Fund is an 
economic development initiative that 
was adopted with overwhelming bi-par-
tisan support several years ago. The 
program is an important investment 
tool for economically distressed com-
munities. CDFI leverages private in-
vestment to stretch every Federal dol-
lar. This program is working effec-
tively in communities across the coun-
try, and I believe additional resources 
are needed to maximize the value of 
this important federal investment. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator MIKULSKI and Senator BOND dur-
ing conference to secure additional 
funding for these programs. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to draw attention to FEMA’s pro-
posed Public Assistance Insurance Rule 
that is currently pending at the Office 
of Management and Budget. The rule is 
referenced in the report language of 
both the House and Senate VA/HUD 
Appropriations bills. 

I support FEMA’s efforts to reduce 
the costs of federal disasters. However, 
the proposed rule, in its current form, 
would require public institutions to 
purchase ‘‘all hazard’’ insurance for 
public buildings. This includes local 
school districts, cities, non-profit hos-
pitals, universities and other non-prof-
its. 

California risk managers and insur-
ance brokers have told me there cur-
rently is no insurance available to pub-
lic institutions. They would be unable 
to obtain, at any price, the coverage 
required by the FEMA rule. 

Even if insurance were to be avail-
able, it is highly unlikely that the indi-
vidual insurers would be able to pay 
out in the event of a catastrophic 
earthquake. The financial implications 
for California are enormous and should 
be considered before implementing the 
proposed FEMA rule. 

During Committee markup, I was 
told by Senator BOND that cities and 
counties that could not obtain hazard 
insurance would be exempt from the 
FEMA rule. FEMA says this is not the 
case. I believe the FEMA proposal is 
ambiguous in many areas and it needs 
to be more thoroughly examined. I am 
concerned that FEMA may be rushing 
to implement this regulation without a 
thorough understanding of its true im-
pact. 

The House VA–HUD bill requests a 
GAO study of this issue before moving 
forward with the proposed rule. The 
Senate bill makes no mention of a GAO 
study, and supports the proposed rule 
change. It is my sincere hope that we 
can work together to develop an ap-
proach similar to that of the House. I 

believe that we must have an inde-
pendent analysis of this important and 
potentially costly issue before it is fi-
nalized. 

KYOTO PROTOCOL 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, pages 78 

and 79 of the fiscal year 2000 VA, HUD 
and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions bill and page 83 of the accom-
panying Committee Report contain 
language regarding implementation of 
the Kyoto Protocol. During the debate 
on this appropriation last year, we 
agreed that EPA should not use appro-
priated funds for the purpose of issuing 
regulations to implement the Kyoto 
Protocol, unless and until such treaty 
is ratified by the United States. We 
also agreed that our intent was not to 
interfere with important and on-going 
voluntary energy conservation and cli-
mate change related programs and ini-
tiatives—such as the Climate Chal-
lenge program, Green Lights, Energy 
Star, the Partnership for a New Gen-
eration of Vehicles. These programs 
have reduced greenhouse gas emissions 
by increasing energy efficiency across 
a broad range of domestic industrial 
sectors. These programs make sense for 
other reasons as well, including saving 
consumers and businesses money, cre-
ating export opportunities, reducing 
our dependence on foreign oil, and ad-
dressing local air pollution problems. 

I ask the distinguished manager of 
the bill, Senator BOND, whether the 
language in the bill and the report this 
year maintain the agreement that we 
reached last year on this issue? 

Mr. BOND. The Senator is correct. 
The language cited by the Senator re-
flects the agreement reached on this 
issue during the conference last year. 
Previously funded, ongoing projects 
and voluntary initiatives can go for-
ward. We expect the agency to spend 
the money in an effective and appro-
priate manner. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator. 
BETHUNE-COOKMAN 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my friend from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM, to engage the distin-
guished Chairman, Senator BOND, in a 
colloquy. Specifically, I wish to make 
the Chairman aware of an important 
priority for the State of Florida which 
was not funded in this bill. Last year, 
the public housing reform act passed 
by Congress contained authorization 
for the construction of a community 
services student union building at Be-
thune-Cookman College in Daytona 
Beach, Florida. Accordingly, we in-
cluded this project as one of our impor-
tant priorities for the legislation be-
fore us today. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I join my friend from 
Florida in support of this project. The 
building will serve as a full-service fa-
cility not only for the college’s 2,300 
students, but also the 28,000 citizens of 
West Daytona Beach. The facility 
would allow the college to expand its 
long record of exemplary service to 
low-income and disadvantaged resi-
dents in the community. I would appre-
ciate the Chairman working with his 
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colleagues on the conference to find 
funding for this important project in 
FY 2000. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
friends from Florida for their com-
ments and I appreciate their support 
for the facility. Should this matter 
come before the conference, you can be 
assured I will give it due consideration. 
I thank my friends for bringing this 
matter to my attention. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chairman for 
his assurances. 
REUSABLE AND ALTERNATIVE WATER PROJECTS 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my friend from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM, to engage the distin-
guished Chairman, Senator BOND, in a 
colloquy. Specifically, I wish to make 
the Chairman aware of two critical 
projects in Florida that did not receive 
funding in this bill. The first is the 
City of West Palm Beach’s water reuse 
project. This wetlands-based potable 
water reuse program is critical not 
only to the water supply of the City of 
West Palm Beach but also to the Ever-
glades restoration effort. 

During dry season, the City takes 
water from Lake Okeechobee which is 
a critical primary source of water for 
the Everglades. West Palm Beach is at-
tempting to eliminate this water use 
through their innovative water reuse 
project. The City has received federal 
support in each of the past three fiscal 
years. Work is progressing on schedule, 
but a final installment of federal fund-
ing is needed to complete the work and 
bring the project on line. 

I would point out to the Chairman 
that this project is funded in the House 
VA/HUD and Independent Agencies ap-
propriations bill. I would urge the 
Chairman to work with our House col-
leagues during the upcoming con-
ference to ensure that funding for this 
critical project is completed in this fis-
cal year. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments of my friend from 
Florida and understand the importance 
of this project to his State. I will do all 
I can with my colleagues in the House 
to secure funding for this project dur-
ing the conference. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, if I 
could have the attention of the Chair-
man for a moment to address another 
important project to the State of Flor-
ida, the Alternative Water Source 
Projects. These central Florida water 
projects are providing valuable assist-
ance to local governments in devising 
alternative and expanded water sup-
plies for the region. To date, the fed-
eral government has provided $46.6 mil-
lion toward this important effort. This 
project was also funded in the House of 
Representatives but did not receive 
funding in this bill. I would also appre-
ciate the Chairman’s consideration of 
Florida’s ongoing water-related needs 
as this bill goes to conference with the 
House. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend from Florida for his comments 
and understand the merits of this 

project. I would like to assure both my 
colleagues that I will do my best to 
work with the other members of the 
conference to provide funding for this 
project. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chairman for 
his assurances. 

WATER TREATMENT 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 

today with my friend from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM, to engage the distin-
guished Chairman, Senator BOND, in a 
colloquy. Specifically, I wish to make 
the Chairman aware of an important 
priority for the State of Florida which 
was not funded in this bill. The city of 
Sarasota, Florida has long been work-
ing with the federal government to ad-
dress its water treatment system prob-
lems. Many of the city’s residents are 
still on septic tanks and the federal 
government has been interested in ad-
dressing this problem because of pol-
luted runoff into the Sarasota Bay Na-
tional Estuary. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I would agree with the 
comments of my Florida colleague and 
add that the federal government has 
been working through the National Es-
tuary Program to help it address this 
problem in previous years. During this 
year’s appropriations process, we re-
quested a grant out of the State and 
tribal assistance grant portion of this 
bill to continue this process. It would 
be my hope that the Chairman would 
work with us and with the other mem-
bers of the upcoming conference com-
mittee to find funding for this project. 
It has the full support of Florida’s 
House delegation and I would appre-
ciate the Chairman’s support as we 
move toward the next stage of the 
process. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
friends from Florida for their com-
ments and I am familiar with this 
project from previous years. If an op-
portunity arises in the conference to 
fund it, I will work with my colleagues 
from the House to do so. I thank my 
friends for bringing this matter to my 
attention. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chairman for 
his assurances. 
NORTHEAST STATES FOR COORDINATED AIR USE 

MANAGEMENT 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 

like to engage the Chairman in a col-
loquy. First, let me thank the Senator 
from Missouri for his diligence in bal-
ancing funding for the wide variety of 
programs within the VA–HUD Appro-
priations bill under very difficult budg-
et constraints. Under these con-
straints, you were able to increase 
funding for the Environmental Pro-
grams and Management over Fiscal 
Year 1999. However, one very important 
organization in the Northeast was not 
funded this year. For more than a dec-
ade, this body has supported an organi-
zation called the Northeast States for 
Coordinated Air Use Management or 
(NESCAUM) with a modest $300,000 line 
item. NESCAUM is a non-profit organi-
zation that provides technical assist-
ance to the Northeast states and the 

nation on a host of important air qual-
ity issues. By providing recommenda-
tions for consistent regional action, 
NESCAUM helps both states and regu-
lated industry avoid a costly patch-
work of differing regulatory require-
ments. While I know that this is a very 
difficult year, I believe that NESCAUM 
provides a valuable service and is 
strongly supported by the Senators 
from our region. At a minimum, I be-
lieve the Environmental Protection 
Agency should be encouraged to allo-
cate $300,000 from the Environmental 
Programs and Management account to 
NESCAUM. 

Mr. BOND. I recognize that we have 
provided NESCAUM this support for 
many years. The same can be said for 
several entities that do not receive 
line-item funding in this year’s legisla-
tion. However, recognizing the broad 
support for NESCAUM’s activities from 
a number of states, I concur in sup-
porting encouraging EPA that it seek 
to provide NESCAUM with $300,000 of 
general support consistent with pre-
vious years. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chairman 
and look forward to working with him 
and the Environmental Protection 
Agency to continue the good work of 
this organization. It has been a model 
of state collaboration. Most recently, 
its efforts to develop market-based ap-
proaches to air quality improvement 
have helped move our region toward 
specific steps to reduce emissions with-
in our states. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
opposed the District of Columbia ap-
propriations conference report for a 
number of reasons but the reason I 
speak out today is my grave concern 
with provisions in the report that con-
tinue to prohibit the government of the 
District of Columbia from engaging in 
needle exchange programs. These valu-
able programs curb the spread of HIV/ 
AIDS by allowing injecting drug users 
to exchange their used, potentially 
contaminated needles for sterile ones. 
Yet, the District of Columbia appro-
priations conference report not only 
banned the use of Federal funds but 
prohibited the District from using its 
own monies to support this valuable 
program. 

We in the Senate wisely did not in-
clude such a provision in the DC appro-
priations bill that passed this body, 
and it should not have been in the con-
ference report. 

Therefore, I opposed the conference 
report because it was an attack on this 
city’s public health. AIDS is the lead-
ing cause of death for D.C. residents 
ages 30 to 44, an AIDS death rate seven 
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times the national average. What this 
conference report did to needle ex-
change programs was both unnecessary 
and unjustifiable. Indeed, including a 
needle exchange prohibition in this 
conference report is a hazard to the 
public health. 

The prohibition in this report is un-
necessary because there was already a 
ban on Federal funding for needle ex-
change programs. This ban dates to 
1989, when Congress declared that no 
Federal funds could be spent to support 
needle exchange programs until there 
was scientific evidence that the pro-
grams, first, could reduce the spread of 
HIV and, second, did not encourage 
drug use. There are thus two main 
questions facing us as we decide the 
fate of federal needle exchange pro-
gram funding: Do these programs 
achieve their public health purpose of 
slowing the spread of a deadly, infec-
tious disease? And do these programs 
compromise our drug abuse prevention 
efforts by encouraging illicit drug use? 
Science has provided answers to these 
questions. 

A preponderance of evidence shows 
that needle exchange programs cause a 
decrease in HIV infection rates. The 
National Institutes of Health found 
that needle exchange programs reduce 
risk behaviors by as much as 80 percent 
in injecting drug users while reducing 
HIV infection rates by an estimated 30 
percent. In addition, a 1997 study pub-
lished in Lancet, the respected British 
medical journal, compared HIV 
seroprevalence over time among inject-
ing drug users in 29 cities with needle 
exchange programs and 52 cities with-
out needle exchange programs. While 
seroprevalence increased by 5.9 percent 
per year in the 52 cities without needle 
exchange programs, it decreased by 5.8 
percent per year in the 29 cities with 
programs. 

Similarly, in the city of Baltimore, 
HIV infections among IV drug users 
have declined 30 percent since the start 
of its needle exchange in 1993 while the 
infection rate has increased 5 percent 
in Baltimore County, which has no ex-
change program. Numerous studies 
also show that needle exchange pro-
grams decrease needle sharing; de-
crease unsafe disposal of syringes; de-
crease re-use and passing of syringes; 
and increase needle disinfection. 

Needle exchanges also do not encour-
age drug use—they compliment our ef-
forts to stop drug use. Needle exchange 
programs can be linked with greater 
entry of addicts into drug treatment. 
After using a needle exchange program 
for more than 6 months, 58 percent of 
participants report having enrolled in 
detox or drug treatment. In New 
Haven, Connecticut, drug treatment 
entries doubled in the three years fol-
lowing the opening to its needle ex-
change. In Tacoma, Washington, needle 
exchange programs constitute the larg-
est referral source for drug treatment, 
accounting for 43 percent of treatment 
participants. 

In addition, injection drug users re-
ferred by needle exchange programs are 

more likely to enter drug treatment 
and to be retained, even in the face of 
the greater severity of drug use and 
psychosocial problems common among 
this population. Needle exchanges 
therefore supply a valuable oppor-
tunity to provide additional preventive 
services to difficult-to-reach individ-
uals. Furthermore, studies show that 
needle exchange programs decrease the 
frequency of injection among partici-
pants and do not tempt individuals to 
begin using drugs. 

These overwhelmingly conclusive re-
sults have fostered wide support for im-
proving access to sterile needles. 
Groups supporting needle exchange 
programs include: the American Med-
ical Association, the National Insti-
tutes of Health, the National Academy 
of Sciences, the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, the American Foundation for 
AIDS Research, the American Public 
Health Association, the National Asso-
ciation of County & City Health Offi-
cials, and the U.S. Conference of May-
ors. As a National Institutes of Health 
Consensus Statement concludes ‘‘There 
is no longer any doubt that these pro-
grams work, yet there is a striking 
disjunction between what science dic-
tates and what policy delivers. . . . 
Can the opposition to needle exchange 
in the United States be justified on sci-
entific grounds? Our answer is simple 
and emphatic—no.’’ 

Because of this evidence I believe 
policies that inhibit the creation and 
expansion of needle exchange programs 
are unjustifiable. I am baffled and out-
raged by such policies. We all come to 
Washington to make laws that help the 
American people, that combat social 
ills and that raise the quality of life in 
our country. We all want to win the 
war on drugs. We all want to stop the 
spread of HIV. So then why, when we 
have evidence that needle exchange 
programs work, do we continue to put 
millions of citizens at unnecessary 
risk? Cutting funding to these pro-
grams is a death sentence to thousands 
of men, women, and children. 

I want you all to think for a moment 
about those children. It is imperative 
to realize that needle exchange pro-
grams go far beyond aiding addicts; 
they protects the partners and children 
of addicts. 70 percent of cases of women 
of childbearing age with HIV are di-
rectly or indirectly linked to IV drug 
use, causing 75 percent of the cases of 
babies born HIV positive to be the re-
sult of the use of dirty needles. For 
this reason, the American Academy of 
Pediatrics supports needle exchange 
programs as a means of reducing the 
spread of HIV to infants, children and 
adolescents. These programs are pro- 
family and pro-child. 

We should not be undermining the 
District of Columbia’s local control of 
pubic health decisions and to setting a 
dangerous precedent for the many 
states and localities that fund needle 
exchange programs through a combina-

tion of local, state, and private funds. 
Right now more than 110 communities 
in 30 states use needle exchange pro-
grams to slow the spread of HIV. De-
spite continued lack of federal funding, 
needle exchange programs have ex-
panded in terms of the number of sy-
ringes exchanged, the geographic dis-
tribution of programs, and the range of 
services offered. Needle exchange pro-
grams were able to do this because 
they are supported by two-thirds of the 
American people as well as many state 
and local governments. 

In Minnesota, needle exchange pro-
grams are an important component of 
efforts to decrease the transmission of 
HIV and to end drug use. Minnesota 
has two successful needle exchange 
programs. One program, Women with a 
Point, has exchanged approximately 
63,000 syringes in the past 18 months 
while providing on-site HIV testing, re-
ferrals for chemical abuse recovery 
programs, information on risk reduc-
tion techniques and Hepatitis C, and 
case management for HIV positive in-
jection drug users. The other, Min-
nesota AIDS Project, has also ex-
changed thousands of needles and pro-
vided users with HIV testing, needle 
disinfection kits, numerous services for 
HIV positive individuals, and informa-
tion about risk reduction techniques. 

We must face the reality that the 
second most frequent reported risk be-
havior for HIV infection is injecting 
drug use. Data from the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention indi-
cate that approximately one-third of 
AIDS cases in the United States are di-
rectly or indirectly associated with in-
jecting drug use. Moreover, according 
to a report in the American Journal of 
Public Health, 50 percent of new HIV 
infections are occurring among injec-
tion drug users. 

We know that lowering the rate of in-
jection-related HIV infections requires 
increasing the availability of drug 
treatment and increasing access to 
clean needles. We have scientific evi-
dence that broad implementation of 
needle exchange programs would aid us 
in our battle against HIV. 

In other words, we have scientific 
evidence that legal impediments to 
clean needle possession encourage 
high-risk behavior and do nothing to 
reduce drug use. We should not there-
fore be passing legislation that further 
hinders the establishment and expan-
sion of needle exchange programs. We 
should instead of pushing for the re-
moval of the Federal ban on funding— 
not enacting legislation that prohibits 
local governments, like the District of 
Columbia, from adopting good public 
health practices, practices that have 
been shown in communities across the 
United States to reduce the circulation 
of contaminated needles and the rate of 
HIV infection. 

My colleagues in the Senate, Presi-
dent Clinton has threatened to veto 
this conference report because of its 
unwarranted intrusion into the public 
health of the citizens of the District of 
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Columbia. And he is right. Colleagues, 
I ask you to avoid that veto, and to 
send this report back to the conference 
committee so this intrusion can be 
eliminated. Please join me and vote 
‘‘no’’ on this conference report as it 
now reads. 

f 

EMPOWERMENT ZONES AND 
ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES ACT 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to let my colleagues know that I 
am a cosponsor of S. 1473, the Em-
powerment Zones and Enterprise Com-
munities Act. I believe this bill is an 
important step in the right direction, 
though I still have serious concerns 
about the discrepancy of funding levels 
between rural and urban Empowerment 
Zones. 

First, let me say I strongly support 
the Empowerment Zones/Enterprise 
Community concept. Areas that are 
designated as Empowerment Zones and 
Enterprise Communities combine tax 
credits and social service grants to pro-
mote long-term economic revitaliza-
tion. These communities take a grass-
roots approach to revitalization by 
building partnerships with local gov-
ernment, non-profit groups and the pri-
vate sector—thus allowing the federal 
government to support the work done 
on a local level. 

The problem, Mr. President, is that 
Round II Empowerment Zones are not 
fully funded and are not receiving the 
same tax benefits as Round I Empower-
ment Zones. Will Rogers once said, ‘‘I 
don’t make jokes. I just watch the gov-
ernment and report the facts.’’ I’m 
afraid this holds all too true for those 
who have struggled to see the Round II 
Empowerment Zones live up to their 
expectation. When the Griggs/Steele 
Empowerment Zone in eastern North 
Dakota was designated a Round II Em-
powerment Zone last year, the federal 
government made a commitment to 
help leaders in these communities cre-
ate jobs and economic opportunity. Un-
fortunately, however, this Empower-
ment Zone still hasn’t received one 
dime of federal funding. Those who live 
in the Griggs/Steele Empowerment 
Zone are now beginning to question the 
commitment of the federal government 
to make good on its promises. 

I am co-sponsoring this bill because I 
think Congress has a responsibility to 
do the right thing and fully fund Round 
II Empowerment Zones and Enterprise 
Communities throughout this country. 
Having said that, I am very concerned 
about the discrepancy in funding be-
tween rural and urban areas. Like far 
too many proposals we debate here in 
Congress, this bill disproportionately 
grants much more funding for urban 
areas than rural areas. Of the $1.75 bil-
lion this legislation would provide over 
9 years, urban areas receive almost 86% 
of the total funding. Although I recog-
nize that we’ve made some progress 
and narrowed the gap that existed be-
tween rural and urban areas in the 
original proposal, I hope we can do 

more to help rural areas of this coun-
try currently facing so many chal-
lenges to economic prosperity. 

Despite my concerns about the bill 
on these grounds, I am cosponsoring 
this legislation because I recognize 
that Empowerment Zones and Enter-
prise Communities need this funding in 
a timely manner to accomplish the 
economic revitalization the federal 
government promised. I will continue 
to work to ensure that rural Round II 
EZ/ECs receive the full funding and tax 
benefits they deserve. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
September 21, 1999, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,634,836,758,964.63 (Five tril-
lion, six hundred thirty-four billion, 
eight hundred thirty-six million, seven 
hundred fifty-eight thousand, nine hun-
dred sixty-four dollars and sixty-three 
cents). 

One year ago, September 21, 1998, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,510,750,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred ten billion, 
seven hundred fifty million). 

Five years ago, September 21, 1994, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$4,685,969,000,000 (Four trillion, six hun-
dred eighty-five billion, nine hundred 
sixty-nine million). 

Fifteen years ago, September 21, 1984, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$1,566,880,000,000 (One trillion, five hun-
dred sixty-six billion, eight hundred 
eighty million) which reflects a debt 
increase of more than $4 trillion— 
$4,067,956,758,964.63 (Four trillion, sixty- 
seven billion, nine hundred fifty-six 
million, seven hundred fifty-eight 
thousand, nine hundred sixty-four dol-
lars and sixty-three cents) during the 
past 15 years. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:40 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the House has 
passed the following bills and joint res-
olutions in which it requests the con-
currence of the Senate: 

H.R. 468. An act to establish the Saint Hel-
ena Island National Scenic Area. 

H.R. 834. An act to extend the authoriza-
tion for the National Historic Preservation 
fund, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1231. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to convey certain national forest 
lands to Elko County, Nevada, for continued 
use as a cemetery. 

H.R. 1243. An act to reauthorize the Na-
tional Marine Sanctuaries Act. 

H.R. 1431. An act to reauthorize and amend 
the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 

H.R. 2079. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain National Forest System 
lands in the State of South Dakota. 

H.R. 2116. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a program of ex-
tended care services for veterans and to 
make other improvements in health care 
programs of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

H.R. 2367. An act to reauthorize a com-
prehensive program of support for victims of 
torture. 

H.J. Res. 54. An act to extend the author-
ization for the Upper Delaware Citizens Ad-
visory Council. 

H.J. Res. 62. An act to provide that the 
provisions of Executive Order 13107, relating 
to the implementation of certain human 
rights treaties, shall not have any legal ef-
fect. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill, H.R. 2084, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department 
of Transportation and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes, and agrees 
to the conference asked by the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon; and appoints Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. DELAY, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
ROGERS, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. ADERHOLT, Ms. 
GRANGER, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PASTOR, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. FORBES, and 
Mr. OBEY as the managers of the con-
ference on the part of the House. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
At 4:42 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

S. 1059. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2000 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed forces, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills and joint resolu-

tion were read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent and re-
ferred as indicated: 

H.R. 468, An act to establish the Saint Hel-
ena Island National Scenic Area; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 834. An act to extend the authoriza-
tion for the National Historic Preservation 
Fund, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1231. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to convey certain National For-
est lands to Elko County, Nevada, for contin-
ued use as a cemetery; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1243. An act to reauthorize the Na-
tional Marine Sanctuaries Act; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 
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H.R. 1431. An act to reauthorize and amend 

the Coastal Barrier Resources Act; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

H.R. 2079. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain National Forest System 
lands in the State of South Dakota; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

H.R. 2116. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a program of ex-
tended care services for veterans and to 
make other improvements in health care 
programs of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

H.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution granting the 
consent of Congress to the Missouri-Ne-
braska Boundary Compact; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 62. Joint resolution to grant the 
consent of Congress to the boundary change 
between Georgia and South Carolina; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time and placed on the calendar: 

S. 1606. A bill to reenact chapter 12 of 
title 11, United States Code, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported that 

on September 22, 1999, he had presented to 
the President of the United States, the fol-
lowing enrolled bill: 

S. 380. An act to reauthorize the Congres-
sional Award Act. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–5268. A communication from the Chief, 
Programs and Legislation Division, Office of 
Legislative Liaison, Department of the Air 
Force, transmitting a report relative to a 
cost comparison of Multiple Support Func-
tions at Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–5269. A communication from the Chief, 
Programs and Legislation Division, Office of 
Legislative Liaison, Department of the Air 
Force, transmitting a report relative to a 
cost comparison of Multiple Support Func-
tions at Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–5270. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report entitled ‘‘Plan to Ensure 
Visibility of In-Transit End Items and Sec-
ondary Items’’; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–5271. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of the texts and background 
statements of international agreements, 
other than treaties; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–5272. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Saddam Hussein’s 
Iraq’’; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

EC–5273. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, a report relative to counternarcotics as-
sistance for Columbia, Peru, Ecuador, and 
Panama; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

EC–5274. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘October 1999 Applicable Rates’’ (Revenue 
Ruling 99–41), received September 21, 1999; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–5275. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Rev. Rul. 99–40, Interest on Underpayments 
of Tax’’ (Rev. Rul. 99–40), received September 
16, 1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–5276. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Notice 99-46, 1999 Marginal Production 
Rates’’, received September 10, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–5277. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Sweet Cherries Grown in Designated Coun-
ties in Washington; Change in Pack Require-
ments’’ (Docket No. FV99–923–1 FIR), re-
ceived September 16, 1999; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–5278. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Irish Potatoes Grown in Modoc and 
Siskiyou Counties, California and all Coun-
ties in Oregon, except Malheur County: Tem-
porary Suspension of Handling Regulations 
and Establishment of Reporting Require-
ments’’ (Docket No. FV99–947–1 FIR), re-
ceived September 16, 1999; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–5279. A communication from the Man-
ager, Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘General Administrative Regulations; Sub-
mission of Policies and Provisions of Poli-
cies, and Rates of Premium’’ (RIN0563–AB15), 
received September 21, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–5280. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘2,6- 
Diisopropylnapthalene; Temporary Exemp-
tion from the Requirement of a Tolerance’’ 
(FRL #6381–7), received September 17; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–5281. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Spinosad; Pesticide Toler-
ance’’ (FRL #6381–9), received September 17; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–5282. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Sulfentrazone; Pesticide 
Tolerances for Emergency Exemptions’’ 
(FRL #6097–8), received September 17; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–5283. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 

Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Tebucanozole; Extension 
of Tolerances for Emergency Exemptions’’ 
(FRL #6381–6), received September 17; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–5284. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Tebufenozide; Benzoic 
Acid, 3,5-dimethyl-1-(1,1-dimethylethyl)-2(4- 
ethylbenzoyl)hydrazide; Pesticide Toler-
ances’’ (FRL #6380–1), received September 17; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–5285. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Migra-
tory Bird Hunting: Final Frameworks for 
Late Season Migratory Bird Hunting Regula-
tions’’ (RIN1018–AF24), received September 
21, 1999; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–5286. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, General Services Administra-
tion, transmitting a report relative to the 
Fiscal Year 2000 Capital Investment and 
Leasing Program; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–5287. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to employment and 
training programs for veterans during pro-
gram year 1997 and fiscal year 1998; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–5288. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Arkansas 
Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Plan’’ 
(SPATS # AR–029–FOR), received September 
17, 1999; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC–5289. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Policy, Management and 
Budget, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘Report of Royalty Management and Delin-
quent Account Collection Activities’’ for fis-
cal year 1998; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC–5290. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Attack-
ing Financial Institution Fraud: Fiscal Year 
1997 (First Quarterly Report)’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EC–5291. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Secondary Direct Food Addi-
tives Permitted in Food for Human Con-
sumption’’ (Docket No. 99F–0299), received 
September 16, 1999; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5292. A communication from the Direc-
tor, National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
letter relative to the triennial report on al-
cohol and health; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5293. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Regulations 
and Legislation Division, Office of Thrift Su-
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Management Official Inter-
locks’’ (RIN1550–AB07), received September 
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16, 1999; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–5294. A communication from the Dep-
uty General Counsel, Small Business Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pre-Disaster Miti-
gation Loans’’ (FR Doc. 99–23051. published 
on September 3, 1999. 64 FR 48275). received 
September 16, 1999; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

EC–5295. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled Migra-
tory Bird Hunting: Migratory Bird Hunting 
Regulations on Certain Federal Indian Res-
ervations and Ceded Lands for the 1999–2000 
Late Season’’ (RIN1018–AF24), received Sep-
tember 21, 1999; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

EC–5296. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
list of General Accounting Office reports for 
July 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–5297. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation relative to the Weatheriza-
tion Assistance Program for Low-Income 
Persons; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC–5298. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation relative 
to the Big Thicket National Preserve; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–5299. A communication from the U.S. 
Trade Representative, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation relative to U.S. textile and 
apparel rules of origin; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–5300. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation relative to civil pen-
alties for persons who harm animals used for 
official inspections by the Department of Ag-
riculture, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–5301. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator, Office of Ac-
quisition Policy, Office of Governmentwide 
Policy, transmitting, pursuant to law, on be-
half of the Department of Defense, the Gen-
eral Services Administration, and the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion the report of Federal Acquisition Regu-
lation rules entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Circular 97–14’’ (FAC 97–14), received Sep-
tember 17, 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–5302. A communication from the Comp-
troller General, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the President of the 
United State’s third special impoundment 
message relating to the United States Emer-
gency Refugee and Migration Assistance 
Fund transmitted jointly, pursuant to the 
order of January 30, 1975, as modified by the 
order of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on 
Appropriations, to the Committee on the 
Budget; and to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–356. A resolution adopted by the City 
Council of Park Ridge City, Illinois relative 

to power plants in the State of Illinois; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. LOTT (for Mr. MCCAIN), from the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation, with an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute: 

S. 383. A bill to establish a national policy 
of basic consumer fair treatment for airline 
passengers (Rept. No. 106–162). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive report of 
committee was submitted: 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, for the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources: 

Ivan Itkin, of Pennsylvania, to be Director 
of the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management, Department of Energy. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con-
sisted committee of the Senate.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LOTT (for Mr. MCCAIN): 
S. 1611. A bill to amend the Internet Tax 

Freedom Act to broaden its scope and make 
the moratorium permanent, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. KERREY (for himself and Mr. 
HAGEL): 

S. 1612. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to convey certain irrigation project 
property to certain irrigation and reclama-
tion districts in the State of Nebraska; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr. 
GRAHAM): 

S. 1613. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel Victory of Burhnam; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

S. 1614. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel Lucky Dog; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

S. 1615. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for 
employment in the coastwise trade for the 
vessel Enterprize; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. LOTT (for Mr. MCCAIN): 
S. 1616. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to develop within the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs a system for 
collecting payments under the Medical Care 
Cost Recovery Program that utilizes collec-
tion practices similar to private collection 
practices, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, and Mr. MCCONNELL): 

S. 1617. A bill to promote preservation and 
public awareness of the history of the Under-
ground Railroad by providing financial as-
sistance, to the Freedom Center in Cin-
cinnati, Ohio; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, MR. CHAFEE, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 1618. A bill to promote primary and sec-
ondary health promotion and disease preven-
tion services and activities among the elder-
ly, to amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to add preventive benefits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. VOINO-
VICH, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 1619. A bill to amend the Trade Act of 
1974 to provide for periodic revision of retal-
iation lists or other remedial action imple-
mented under section 306 of such Act; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GORTON: 
S. 1620. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Agriculture to convey certain land to Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission permit 
holders; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
BREAUX): 

S. 1621. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to authorize funding 
to carry out certain water quality restora-
tion projects for Lake Ponchartrain Basin, 
Louisiana, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr. 
FRIST, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 1622. A bill to provide economic, plan-
ning, and coordination assistance needed for 
the development of the lower Mississippi 
river region; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LOTT (for Mr. MCCAIN): 
S. 1611. A bill to amend the Internet 

Tax Freedom Act to broaden its scope 
and make the moratorium permanent, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

INTERNET TAX FREEDOM ACT OF 1999 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce legislation today 
which will ensure that Internet com-
merce remains free from burdensome, 
anti-consumer taxation. Simply, this 
bill would make permanent the mora-
torium on sales and use taxes for e- 
commerce, and would encourage the 
Administration to urge our world trad-
ing partners to do the same. 

I believed that this was the right ap-
proach last year. However, others were 
concerned about the impact on so- 
called ‘‘main street business’’ if such a 
prohibition against taxation of e-com-
merce was implemented. Therefore, I 
agreed to a temporary moratorium to 
allow more information to be gathered 
and those issues to be further consid-
ered. I now believe that additional in-
formation and further analysis of 
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Internet taxation issues confirms that 
indeed a complete moratorium is the 
right approach, and we should act now 
to protect the engine of our economy 
from unnecessary regulation and tax-
ation. 

In addition to the discussion here in 
the United States, protection of the 
Internet against international tariffs is 
also a topic of interest to our trade 
partners. It is important for us to set 
the tone for discussion with the inter-
national Internet community by estab-
lishing the Internet as a world-wide 
‘‘tax-free zone.’’ 

Conslusions included in a recent 
study completed by the respected au-
diting and consulting firm Ernst & 
Young supports passage of this legisla-
tion. The report found that the total 
sales and use taxes not collected by 
state and local governments from 
Internet e-commerce transactions 
amounted to only ‘‘one-tenth of one 
percent of total state and local sales 
and use tax collections.’’ 

Further, Ernst & Young determined 
that the small effect of commerce 
transaction on sales and use tax reve-
nues is due to several factors, including 
the fact that ‘‘an estimated 80% of cur-
rent commerce is business-to-business 
sales that are either not subject to 
sales and use taxes or are effectively 
subject to use tax payments by in-state 
business purchasers,’’ ‘‘an estimated 63 
percent of e-commerce sales are for in-
tangible services, such as travel and fi-
nancial services, or exempt products, 
such as groceries and prescription 
drugs’’ which are not subject to tax in 
most states. 

As a result, ‘‘. . . only 13% of total e- 
commerce retail sale have potential 
sales and use tax collection issues.’’ 
Thus, the nearly infinitesimal effect on 
local revenues is not causing a finan-
cial crisis for either states or local 
communities. 

Mr. President, what is clear is that 
the issues raised in relation to e-com-
merce transactions are really broader 
policy issues related to a fair and equi-
table tax policy in this country. Debate 
on this larger issue needs to take place. 
The discussion includes not just Inter-
net sales or even catalog sales, but all 
of the ramifications of taxing sales of 
goods across state and international 
boundaries. 

We must look at the costs to small 
businesses of administering different 
tax policies for each location in which 
it conducts business. We need to look 
at the effects of taxation on con-
sumers. And, we need to consider how 
taxes affect the United States’ position 
as the world leader in technology appli-
cation. 

I look forward to the report in April 
from the panel commissioned last year 
by Congress to explore these issues. Re-
cent media accounts suggest that they 
may not reach agreement on a plan to 
propose to Congress. I think it is im-
portant to move forward on ensuring 
that the default position absent a con-
sensus proposal is not to lift the mora-

torium, but to place the burden of 
proof on those advocating taxation of 
e-commerce. This places the burden on 
those who support taxation to provide 
both the rationale and a workable 
methodology. I will be skeptical of 
both, but invite them to make their 
case and allow the debate. This bill en-
sure, however, that we don’t provide an 
incentive for inaction. This bill con-
firms that the right answer is to not 
tax unless there is a good reason to, 
and unless there is a fair mechanism 
for doing so. 

I look forward to debate on what is a 
fair tax system in the United States, at 
both the national and state levels. 
However, while we continue that de-
bate, we must also ensure that we do 
not perpetuate the problems currently 
ingrained in our tax system by apply-
ing them to the Internet. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the legislation be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1611 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MORATORIUM MADE PERMANENT; 

SCOPE. 
Section 1101(a) of the Internet Tax Free-

dom Act is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘during the period begin-

ning on October 1, 1998, and ending 3 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act— 
’’ 
and inserting ‘‘after September 30, 1998:’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
in paragraph (1); 

(3) redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and 

(4) inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) sales or use taxes for domestic or for-
eign goods or services acquired through elec-
tronic commerce; and’’. 
SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that United 
States representatives to the World Trade 
Organization, and any other multilateral 
trade organization of which the United 
States is a member, should resolutely advo-
cate that it is the firm position of the United 
States that electronic commerce conducted 
via the Internet should not be burdened by 
national or local regulation, taxation, or the 
imposition of tariffs on such commerce. 

By Mr. KERREY (for himself and 
Mr. HAGEL): 

S. 1612. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey certain irriga-
tion project property to certain irriga-
tion and reclamation districts in the 
State of Nebraska; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN, MIDDLE LOUP 
DIVISION PROJECT FACILITIES CONVEYANCE ACT 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, today I 
am joined by Senator HAGEL in intro-
ducing the Missouri River Basin, Mid-
dle Loup Division Project Facilities 
Conveyance Act. 

The bill provides for the transfer of 
title of irrigation project facilities and 
lands from the Bureau of Reclamation, 

U.S. Department of Interior to the 
Middle Loup Division irrigation dis-
tricts in central Nebraska. These dis-
tricts have operated the facilities there 
for over 35 years. 

The project facilities are part of the 
Missouri River Basin Project, and pro-
vide water from the Middle Loup River 
to over 64,000 acres of irrigable land, as 
well as providing recreating and fish 
and wildlife benefits. Principal features 
of the projects include the Sherman 
Dam and Reservoir, the Arcadia Diver-
sion Dam, the Milburn Diversion Dam, 
irrigation canals and laterals, drains 
and pumping plants. 

Crops grown on these irrigated lands 
primarily include alfalfa, small grains, 
sugar beets, and corn to provide feed 
for a thriving livestock-feeding econ-
omy in my state of Nebraska, which in-
cludes beef cattle, hogs, and poultry. 

In 1995, the Vice President indicated 
that the Bureau of Reclamation of the 
U.S. Department of Interior should 
transfer titles to allow local ownership 
of irrigation projects such as this. The 
Bureau has indicated to me that this 
project is a top candidate for title 
transfer to be achieved. This transfer 
also has the support of Nebraska’s 
Game and Parks Commission as well as 
the Middle Loup Public Power and Irri-
gation District. When this legislation 
passes, Nebraska will become the first 
state where title transfer efforts have 
been successful. 

Two trust funds are to be created: 
one by the Districts and one by Ne-
braska Game and Parks Commission. 
Those two trusts will be equally funded 
from the proceeds of the transfer. De-
tails of those two trusts are as follows: 

First, a ‘‘Nebraska-Middle Loup 
River Community Environmental 
Trust’’ will be created by the Districts 
and will be funded with the proceeds of 
the transfer from the power producers 
share of the total payments. That fund 
will be administered and used by the 
Districts for environmental and con-
servation enhancements, to protect 
lands and facilities in the area of the 
River Basin in which the project facili-
ties exist, and $500,000 of the funds will 
be used expressly for drainage work re-
quired in the Middle Loup River valley 
near Loup City. The funds cannot be 
used for routine operation and mainte-
nance of the project facilities. 

And second, a ‘‘Nebraska-Middle 
Loup River Game and Parks Trust’’ 
will be created by Nebraska Game and 
Parks Commission and will be funded 
by the proceeds of the transfer from 
the District’s share of the total pay-
ments. That fund will be administered 
and used by the Game and Parks Com-
mission to improve and enhance fish-
eries and recreation opportunities and 
to expand knowledge of water and land 
resources for enhancing project oper-
ations and improving the service of 
project purposes. Like the other trust, 
funds cannot be used for routine oper-
ations and maintenance of project fa-
cilities. 

The irrigation projects and facilities 
were constructed between 1955 and 1966 
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under authorities of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, and are currently operated 
and maintained under contracts be-
tween the Bureau and the irrigation 
districts and power producers. The 
transfer will provide for total repay-
ment of all outstanding obligations on 
behalf of the irrigation districts and 
power producers, while retaining all 
current uses and purposes for the 
projects. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1612 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Missouri 
River Basin, Middle Loup Division Facilities 
Conveyance Act’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘‘Commis-

sioner’’ means the Commissioner of Rec-
lamation. 

(2) DISTRICT.—The term ‘‘District’’ 
means— 

(A) the Farwell Irrigation District, a polit-
ical subdivision of the State of Nebraska; 

(B) the Sargent Irrigation District, a polit-
ical subdivision of the State of Nebraska; 
and 

(C) the Loup Basin Reclamation District, a 
political subdivision of the State of Ne-
braska. 

(3) DISTRICT TRUST.—The term ‘‘District 
Trust’’ means the Nebraska-Middle Loup 
River Community Environmental Trust es-
tablished under section 5(a)(2)(B)(v). 

(4) GAME AND PARKS COMMISSION TRUST.— 
The term ‘‘Game and Parks Commission 
Trust’’ means the Nebraska-Middle Loup 
River Game and Parks Commission Trust es-
tablished under section 5(a)(2)(B)(vi). 

(5) PROJECT.—The term ‘‘Project’’ means 
Sherman Reservoir, Milburn Diversion Dam, 
Arcadia Diversion Dam, related canals and 
other related lands, water rights, acquired 
land, distribution and diversion facilities, 
contracts, personal property, and other asso-
ciated interests owned by the United States 
and authorized under the Act of June 17, 1902 
(32 Stat. 388, chapter 1093), the Act of Decem-
ber 22, 1944 (commonly known as the ‘‘Flood 
Control Act of 1944’’) (58 Stat. 887, chapter 
665), and the Act of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 
975, chapter 917). 

(6) REPAYMENT AND WATER SERVICE CON-
TRACTS.—The term ‘‘Repayment and Water 
Service Contracts’’ means all repayment and 
water service contracts between the Com-
missioner and the District relating to the 
Project. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(8) TRUST.—The term ‘‘Trust’’ means— 
(A) the District Trust; and 
(B) the Game and Parks Commission 

Trust. 
SEC. 3. CONVEYANCE OF THE PROJECT. 

(a) CONVEYANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey to the Districts, by quitclaim deed, as-
signment, or patent, the interest of the 
United States in the Project, in consider-
ation of payment to the Secretary— 

(A) by the Districts, of an amount not to 
exceed $3,000,000, determined in accordance 
with the Bureau of Reclamation document 

entitled ‘‘Framework for Title Transfer’’ and 
the memorandum of agreement between the 
Commissioner and the Districts under sec-
tion 5; and 

(B) by the Western Area Power Adminis-
tration, of $2,000,000. 

(2) TIMING.—The conveyance under para-
graph (1) shall be made concurrently with 
the making of the payment under paragraph 
(1)(A), but the payment under paragraph 
(1)(B) shall be made from capacity and en-
ergy charges at Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin 
Program firm power rates received in fiscal 
year 1999 or any subsequent fiscal year in 
which the amount of power sale revenue re-
ceived exceeds the amount of interest and 
operation and maintenance obligations of 
the Western Area Power Administration by 
at least $2,000,000, to the extent of the excess. 

(3) SATISFACTION OF OBLIGATIONS AGAINST 
THE PROJECT.—The payment under paragraph 
(1)(A) shall constitute full and complete sat-
isfaction of all obligations against the 
Project, the Districts, and the Western Area 
Power Administration existing before the 
date of the conveyance or thereafter relating 
to the Project, including— 

(A) future obligations for additional drain-
age under section 5(a)(2)(iv); 

(B) obligations under any contracts en-
tered into between the United States, the 
Districts, and the Western Area Power Ad-
ministration or its predecessors; and 

(C) any obligation that may have been re-
quired by the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 
Stat. 887, chapter 665) or other related Fed-
eral law. 

(4) SATISFACTION OF OBLIGATIONS FOR IRRI-
GATION BENEFITS.—The conveyance of the 
Project and the payment of the consider-
ation under paragraph (1) shall constitute 
full satisfaction of any and all obligations of 
the Districts or of the Pick-Sloan Missouri 
Basin Program firm power users or the West-
ern Area Power Administration for irriga-
tion benefits of the Project or for any other 
benefits conveyed to the Districts. 

(b) CONTAMINATED PROPERTY.— 
(1) REMEDIAL ACTION.—The Secretary shall 

convey the Project without regard to wheth-
er all necessary remedial action required 
under section 120(h)(3) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)(3)) on 
any part of the Project has been completed. 

(2) CONTINUING OBLIGATION TO COMPLETE RE-
MEDIAL ACTION.—Notwithstanding any law to 
the contrary, the United States shall remain 
during and subsequent to the conveyance ob-
ligated, at the expense of the United States, 
to complete any required remedial action. 

(c) EXTINGUISHMENT OF OBLIGATIONS BE-
TWEEN THE COMMISSIONER AND THE DIS-
TRICTS.—Effective on the date of the convey-
ance, all obligations between the Commis-
sioner and the Districts relating to the 
Project and the Repayment and Water Serv-
ice Contracts are extinguished. 

(d) PAYMENT OF NEPA STUDY COSTS.—The 
Commissioner and the Districts shall each 
pay 50 percent of the costs associated with 
compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(e) CREDITING OF CERTAIN ITEMS TOWARD 
PAYMENT UNDER SUBSECTION (a)(1)(A).—There 
shall be credited toward the payment under 
subsection (a)(1)(A)— 

(1) the amount of any payment made by 
the Districts before the date of the convey-
ance for compliance with the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
in excess of 50 percent of the cost of compli-
ance; 

(2) the amount of any payments made by 
the Districts under contracts with the Com-
missioner between January 1, 1999, and the 
date of the conveyance; 

(3) the present value of future operation 
and maintenance costs required for historic 
preservation on Project land at Sherman 
Reservoir; and 

(4) any other amount specified in the 
memorandum of agreement between the 
Commissioner and the Districts under sec-
tion 5. 

(f) ADDITIONAL DRAINAGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the $2,000,000 paid by 

the Western Area Power Administration 
under subsection (a), $500,000— 

(A) shall be deposited in the fund referred 
to in section 5(a)(3); and 

(B) shall be available for additional drain-
age projects. 

(2) NONREIMBURSABILITY.—The amount de-
posited under paragraph (1) shall be nonreim-
bursable and nonreturnable. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated not 
more than $500,000 for the additional drain-
age projects. 
SEC. 4. LIABILITY. 

Effective on the date of conveyance of the 
Project, the United States shall not be liable 
for claims, costs, damages, or judgments of 
any kind arising out of any act, omission, or 
occurrence related to the Project except for 
such claims, costs, or damages arising from 
acts of negligence committed by the United 
States or by employees, agents, or contrac-
tors of the United States before the date of 
conveyance for which the United States is 
liable under chapter 171 of title 28, United 
States Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Fed-
eral Tort Claims Act’’). 
SEC. 5. COMPLETION OF CONVEYANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 
make the conveyance under section 3 until 
the following events have been completed: 

(1) Compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.). 

(2) Execution of— 
(A) memoranda of agreement between the 

Commissioner and the Districts describing 
the purchase price and other terms and con-
ditions of the conveyance consistent with 
this Act; and 

(B) an agreement by the Districts to man-
age the Project in a manner substantially 
similar to the manner in which the Project 
was managed before the conveyance and in 
accordance with applicable Federal and 
State laws, including— 

(i) preserving on a permanent basis the 
right of the State of Nebraska Games and 
Parks Commission to develop, provide, and 
protect the public interest in Project fish, 
wildlife, and recreation facilities related to 
the Projects; 

(ii) providing for protection of cultural re-
sources at the Project after the conveyance 
consistent with applicable law that author-
izes the Districts or others with responsi-
bility to protect significant historic features 
in situ or otherwise; 

(iii) providing that the Districts shall an-
nually make payments to local governments 
in the amounts in which the Commissioner 
made payment to the local governments 
under chapter 69 of title 31, United states 
Code (commonly known as ‘‘payments in lieu 
of taxes’’) for fiscal year 1999; 

(iv) providing for— 
(I) a plan for additional drainage work in 

the Middle Loup Valley as specified in the 
memoranda of agreement under paragraph 
(1); and 

(II) the funding of the additional drainage 
work; 

(v) providing for the establishment by the 
Districts of an organization to be known as 
the ‘‘Nebraska-Middle Loup River Commu-
nity Environmental Trust’’ and to be orga-
nized under State law to preserve, protect, 
enhance, and manage the Project by— 
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(I) stabilizing surface and ground water 

supplies; 
(II) conserving water and land resources; 
(III) carrying out essential drainage 

projects using funds deposited under section 
3(f); and 

(IV) expanding knowledge of water and 
land resources for enhancing Project oper-
ations and improving the service of Project 
purposes; and 

(vi) providing for the establishment by the 
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission of an 
organization to be known as the ‘‘Nebraska- 
Middle Loup River Game and Parks Trust’’ 
and to be organized under State law to— 

(I) improve and enhance fisheries and rec-
reational opportunities; and 

(II) expand knowledge of water and land re-
sources for enhancing Project operations and 
improving the service of Project purposes. 

(3) DEPOSITS IN THE DISTRICT TRUST.—On re-
ceipt of the payments under section 3(a)(1), 
the Secretary shall deposit in the District 
trust— 

(A) $2,000,000 of the amount received under 
section 3(a)(1); and 

(B) the entire amount received under sec-
tion 3(a)(2). 

(4) NO TAX; NO EFFECT ON RATES.—No pay-
ment under this Act— 

(A) shall be subject to Federal or State in-
come tax; or 

(B) shall affect Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin 
Program firm power rates in any way. 

(5) USE OF FUNDS.— 
(A) FUNDS DEPOSITED UNDER SECTION 3(F).— 

The Trusts shall by their charters prohibit 
the use of any funds deposited under section 
3(f) for routine operation and maintenance 
work by the Districts, the Game and Parks 
Commission, or any of the participating 
agencies of the Trusts. 

(B) OTHER FUNDS.—Funds received by a 
Trust from a District or any other source 
may be used for any purpose. 

(6) ASSISTANCE FOR DRAINAGE WORK.—The 
Game and Parks Commission Trust shall 
provide for direct priority assistance to the 
Districts for drainage work in the Middle 
Loup River Valley under conditions requir-
ing greater trust fund investments than are 
available from the Trust. 

(b) REPORT.—If the conveyance under sec-
tion 3 is not substantially completed on or 
before December 31, 2000, the Secretary and 
the Districts shall promptly submit to the 
Committee on Resources of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate a 
report on the status of the conveyance de-
scribing the matters remaining to be re-
solved before completion of the conveyance 
and stating the anticipated date for the com-
pletion of the conveyance. 

(c) FUTURE BENEFITS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of 

the conveyance under section 3, the Districts 
shall not be entitled to receive any further 
benefits under reclamation law not other-
wise available attributable to its status as a 
reclamation project under the Act of June 
17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388, chapter 1093), and Acts 
supplemental to and amendatory of that Act 
(43 U.S.C. 371 et seq.). 

(2) NO FLOOD CONTROL COMPONENT.—After 
the date of the conveyance under subsection 
3, the Project shall no longer have a flood 
control component. 

By Mr. LOTT (for Mr. MCCAIN) 
S. 1616. A bill to require the Sec-

retary of Veterans Affairs to develop 
within the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs a system for collecting payments 
under the Medical Care Cost Recovery 
Program that utilizes collection prac-
tices similar to private collection prac-

tices, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

BETTER MEDICAL COST COLLECTIONS 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am in-

troducing legislation today to increase 
the funding available to the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs (VA) without 
requiring an additional appropriation 
from the Congress for that chronically 
short-changed agency. The bill would 
improve VA’s ability to collect insur-
ance costs from third-party providers, 
generating new financial flows to the 
VA and benefiting all American vet-
erans. 

My colleagues are well aware that 
the President’s budget request for the 
VA—scandalously, the fourth year in a 
row of effectively flat budget requests 
for the agency—falls fully $3 billion 
short of what is needed for veterans’ 
medical care in fiscal 2000, according to 
some of our most prominent veterans 
service organizations. Congress has 
tried to make up for this shortfall, but 
budget caps and competing priorities 
have made that effort exceedingly dif-
ficult. I previously wrote to the Chair-
man of the VA–HUD Appropriations 
Subcommittee and the Chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee to urge 
them to add fully $3 billion in funding 
for veterans medical care. Nonetheless, 
I congratulate the Appropriations 
Committee for adding $1.1 billion in 
new money for veterans medical care. 

The 1997 Balanced Budget Act gave 
VA the authority to retain collections 
from private insurers for veterans 
health care as part of an agreement to 
free VA funding. However, VA has 
proven incapable of effectively col-
lecting these private insurance pay-
ments. In fiscal 1996, VA sought recov-
ery of about $1.6 billion it was owed by 
private insurers but recovered only $563 
million, or 35 percent of the billed 
amount and a 3 percent decrease in col-
lections from the previous year. That 
decline continued in fiscal 1997, when 
collections totaled $524 million, and in 
fiscal 1998, when collections totaled 
about $562 million. A 1998 Coopers and 
Lybrand study comparing VA and pri-
vate-sector cost-recovery confirmed 
that VA’s medical collection program 
is ineffective confirmed that VA’s med-
ical collection program is ineffective 
and delinquent. In short, the VA loses 
hundreds of millions of dollars in rev-
enue every year that could be used to 
provide enhanced services to America’s 
veterans, rather than be written off by 
government book-keepers. 

The Independent Budget prepared by 
AMVETS, Disabled American Vet-
erans, Paralyzed Veterans of America, 
and Veterans of Foreign Wars explic-
itly calls for Congress to give VA the 
authority to privatize its Medical Care 
Cost Recovery (MCCR) program. This 
legislation would mandate that VA pri-
vately contract for those collections 
for a period of three years, during 
which the VA would develop an inter-
nal process to improve medical cost re-
covery. 

I am open to suggestions from other 
Members of Congress and our veterans 

service organizations regarding other 
means to improve VA cost collection 
firm private insurers, and I note the 
Appropriations Committee’s require-
ment for a VA study on this issue. 
However, I believe this legislation of-
fers a near-term way to collect these 
much-needed funds. 

Our veterans are being short-changed 
by their government, which pledged to 
support and care for them in exchange 
for their honorable service. I was proud 
when the Senate passed legislation 
Senator Wellstone and I sponsored to 
add $3 billion in budget authority for 
the VA earlier this year. Unfortu-
nately, we could not come up with a 
matching appropriation, although I ap-
plaud the increased funding for VA 
health care contained in the VA–HUD 
Appropriations bill. But we can em-
power the VA to improve its Medical 
Care Cost Recovery program in a way 
that increases VA revenues, thereby 
enhancing care for America’s veterans. 
I hope every Member of Congress would 
agree that they have earned it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1616 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DEVELOPMENT WITHIN DEPART-

MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS OF 
SYSTEM OF COLLECTIONS UNDER 
MEDICAL CARE COST RECOVERY 
PROGRAM USING PRIVATE COLLEC-
TION PRACTICES. 

(a) DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSAL.—(1) The 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall develop a 
proposal for a system within the Department 
of Veterans Affairs for the collection of pay-
ments from third party payers under the 
Medical Care Cost Recovery Program of the 
Department which system shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, utilize procedures 
for the collection of payments from third 
parties similar to the procedures utilized in 
the private sector for the collection of pay-
ments for health care costs from third par-
ties. 

(2) In developing the proposal, the Sec-
retary shall consider a variety of procedures 
utilized in the private sector for the collec-
tion of payments for health care costs from 
third parties. 

(b) USE OF PRIVATE COST-RECOVERY ENTI-
TIES DURING DEVELOPMENT.—(1) Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary shall, during the period referred to in 
paragraph (3), provide for the collection of 
payments from third party payers under the 
Medical Care Cost Recovery Program solely 
through appropriate private entities with 
which the Secretary contracts for that pur-
pose. 

(2) The fee paid a private entity for the col-
lection of payments under a contract under 
this subsection shall be a contingent fee 
based on the amount of payments collected 
by the entity under the contract. 

(3) The period referred to in this paragraph 
is the period beginning as soon as practicable 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and ending on the date that is six months 
after the date on which the Secretary com-
mences collections under the Medical Care 
Cost Recovery Program through a system 
within the Department under this section. 
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(c) SAFEGUARDS.—The Secretary shall take 

appropriate actions to ensure that any col-
lection practices utilized under this section 
do not impose unwarranted financial or 
other burdens upon veterans who receive 
medical care from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

(d) SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSAL.—Not later 
than three years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report on the proposal devel-
oped under subsection (a). The report shall 
include— 

(1) a description of the system covered by 
the proposal; and 

(2) an assessment by an appropriate entity 
independent of the Department of the poten-
tial effectiveness of the collection proce-
dures under the system in comparison with 
the effectiveness of the collection procedures 
of the private entities utilized under sub-
section (b). 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSAL.—The 
Secretary shall implement the system cov-
ered by the proposal submitted under sub-
section (d) commencing 90 days after the 
date on which the Secretary submits to Con-
gress the proposal on the system under that 
subsection. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
the Department of Veterans Affairs such 
sums as may be necessary for purposes of de-
veloping the proposal for a system required 
by subsection (a) and implementing the sys-
tem under subsection (e). 

(2) Amounts appropriated pursuant to the 
authorization of appropriations in paragraph 
(1) shall remain available until expended. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, and 
Mr. KERRY): 

S. 1618. A bill to promote primary 
and secondary health promotion and 
disease prevention services and activi-
ties among the elderly, to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to add 
preventive benefits, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

MEDICARE WELLNESS ACT 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 

today, along with my colleagues, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator CHAFEE, Sen-
ator BRYAN, Senator ROCKEFELLER, and 
Senator KERRY to introduce the Medi-
care Wellness Act. The Medicare 
Wellness Act represents a concerted ef-
fort by myself and my distinguished 
colleagues to change the fundamental 
focus of the Medicare program. 

It changes the program from one that 
simply treats illness and disability, to 
one that is also proactive. It enhances 
the focus on health promotion and dis-
ease prevention for Medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

Mr. President, despite common 
misperceptions, declines in health sta-
tus are not inevitable with age. A 
healthier lifestyle, even one adopted 
later in life, can increase active life ex-
pectancy and decrease disability. This 
fact is a major reason why the Medi-
care Wellness Act has support from a 
broad range of groups, including the 
National Council on Aging, Partner-
ship for Prevention, American Heart 
Association, and the National 
Osteoporosis Foundation. 

The most significant aspect of this 
bill is its addition of several new pre-

ventative screening and counseling 
benefits to the Medicare program. The 
benefits being added focus on some of 
the most prominent, underlying risk 
factors for illness that face all Medi-
care beneficiaries, including: screening 
for hypertension, counseling for to-
bacco cessation, screening for glau-
coma, counseling for hormone replace-
ment therapy, screening for vision and 
hearing loss, expanded screening and 
counseling for osteoporosis, and screen-
ing for cholesterol. 

The new benefits added by the Medi-
care Wellness Act represent the highest 
recommendations for Medicare bene-
ficiaries of the U.S. Preventive Serv-
ices Task Force—recognized as the gold 
standard within the prevention com-
munity. Attacking these prominent 
risk factors will reduce Medicare bene-
ficiaries’ risk for health problems such 
as stroke, diabetes, osteoporosis, heart 
disease, and blindness. 

The addition of these new benefits 
would accelerate the fundamental 
shift, that began in 1997 under the Bal-
anced Budget Act, in the Medicare pro-
gram from a sickness program to a 
wellness program. Prior to 1997, only 
three preventive benefits were avail-
able to beneficiaries: pneumococcal 
vaccines, pap smears, and mammog-
raphy. 

Other major components of our bill 
include the establishment of the 
Healthy Seniors Promotion Program. 
This program will be led by an inter-
agency work group within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services. It 
will bring together all the agencies 
within HHS that address the medical, 
social and behavioral issues affecting 
the elderly and instructs them to un-
dertake a series of studies which will 
increase knowledge about and utiliza-
tion of prevention services among the 
elderly. 

In addition, the Medicare Wellness 
Act incorporates an aggressive applied 
and original research effort that will 
investigate ways to improve the utili-
zation of current and new preventive 
benefits and to investigate new meth-
ods of improving the health of Medi-
care beneficiaries. 

Mr. President, this latter point is 
critical. The fact is that there are a 
number of prevention-related services 
available to Medicare beneficiaries 
today, including mammograms and 
colorectal cancer screening. But those 
services are seriously underutilized. 

In a study published by Dartmouth 
University this spring (The Dartmouth 
Atlas of Health Care 1999), it was found 
that only 28 percent of women age 65– 
69 receive mammograms and only 12 
percent of beneficiaries were screened 
for colorectal cancer. These are dis-
turbing figures and they clearly dem-
onstrate the need to find new and bet-
ter ways to increase the rates of utili-
zation of proven, demonstrated preven-
tion services. Our bill would get us the 
information we need to increase rates 
of utilization for these services. 

Further, our bill would establish a 
health risk appraisal and education 

program aimed at major behavioral 
risk factors such as diet, exercise, alco-
hol and tobacco use, and depression. 
This program will target both pre-65 
individuals and current Medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

The main goal of this program is to 
increase awareness among individuals 
of major risk factors that impact on 
health, to change personal health hab-
its, improve health status, and save the 
Medicare program money. Our bill 
would require the Medicare Payment 
Advisory Commission, known as 
MedPAC, to report to Congress every 
two years and assess how the program 
needs to change over time in order to 
reflect modern benefits and treatment. 

Shockingly, this is information that 
Congress currently does not receive on 
a routine basis. And this is a contrib-
uting factor to why we find ourselves 
today in a quandary over the outdated 
nature of the Medicare program. Quite 
frankly, Medicare hasn’t kept up with 
the rest of the health care world. 

While a vintage wine from the 1960s 
may be desirable, a health care system 
that is vintage 1965 is not. We need to 
do better. 

Our bill would also require the Insti-
tute of Medicine (IOM) to conduct a 
study every five years to assess the sci-
entific validity of the entire preventive 
benefits package. The study will be 
presented to Congress in a manner that 
mirrors The Trade Act of 1974. 

The IOM’s recommendations would 
be presented to Congress in legislative 
form. Congress would then have 60 days 
to review and then either accept or re-
ject the IOM’s recommendations for 
changes to the Medicare program. But 
Congress could not change the IOM’s 
recommendations. 

This ‘‘fast-track’’ process is a delib-
erate effort to get Congress out of the 
business of micro-managing the Medi-
care program. While limited to preven-
tive benefits, this will offer a litmus 
test on a new approach to future Medi-
care decision making. 

In the aggregate, The Medicare 
Wellness Act represents the most com-
prehensive legislative proposal in the 
106th Congress for the Medicare pro-
gram focused on health promotion and 
disease prevention for beneficiaries. It 
provides new screening and counseling 
benefits for beneficiaries, it provides 
critically needed research dollars, and 
it tests new treatment concepts 
through demonstration programs. 

The Medicare Wellness Act rep-
resents sound health policy based on 
sound science. Before I conclude, I have 
a few final thoughts. 

There are many here in Congress who 
argue that at a time when Medicare 
faces an uncertain financial future, 
this is the last time to be adding new 
benefits to a program that can ill af-
ford the benefits it currently offers. 

Normally I would agree with this as-
sertion. But the issue of prevention is 
different. The old adage of ‘‘an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure’’ is 
very relevant here. 
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Does making preventive benefits 

available to Medicare beneficiaries 
‘‘cost’’ money? Sure it does. But the re-
turn on the investment, the avoidance 
of the pound of cure and the related 
improvement in quality of life is un-
mistakable. 

Along these lines, a longstanding 
problem facing lawmakers and advo-
cates of prevention has been the posi-
tion taken by the Congressional Budg-
et Office, as it evaluates the budgetary 
impact of all legislative proposals. 

Only costs incurred by the Federal 
government over the next ten years 
can be considered in weighing the 
‘‘cost’’ of adding new benefits. From a 
public health and quality of life stand-
point, this premise is unacceptable. 

Among the problems with this prac-
tice is that ‘‘savings’’ incurred by in-
creasing the availability and utiliza-
tion of preventive benefits often occur 
over a period of time greater than 10 
years. This problem is best illustrated 
in an examination of the ‘‘compression 
of morbidity’’ theory developed by Dr. 
James Fries of Stanford University 
over 20 years ago. 

According to Dr. Fries, by delaying 
the onset of chronic illness among sen-
iors, there is a resulting decrease in 
the length of time illness or disability 
is present in the latter stages of life. 
This ‘‘compression’’ improves quality 
of life and reduces the rate of growth in 
health care costs. But, these changes 
are gradual and occur over an extended 
period of time—10, 20, even 30 years. 

With the average life expectancy of 
individuals who reach 65 being nearly 
20 years—20 years for women and 18 
years for men—it only makes sense to 
look at services and benefits that im-
prove quality of life and reduce costs to 
the Federal government for that 20 
year lifespan. 

In addition to increased lifespan, a 
ten year budget scoring window doesn’t 
factor into consideration the impact of 
such services on the private sector, 
such as increased productivity and re-
duced absenteeism, for the many sen-
iors that continue working beyond age 
65. The bottom line is, the most impor-
tant reason to cover preventive serv-
ices is to improve health. 

As the end of the century nears, chil-
dren born now are living nearly 30 
years longer than children born in 1900. 

While prevention services in isola-
tion won’t reduce costs, they will mod-
erate increases in the utilization and 
spending on more expensive acute and 
chronic treatment services. 

As Congress considers different ways 
to reform Medicare, two basic ques-
tions regarding preventive services and 
the elderly must be part of the debate. 

(1) Is the value of improved quality of 
life worth the expenditure? And, 

(2) How important is it for the Medi-
care population to be able to maintain 
healthy, functional and productive 
lives? 

These are just some of the questions 
we must answer in the coming debate 
over Medicare reform. 

While improving Medicare’s financial 
outlook for future generations is im-
perative, we must do it in a way that 
gives our seniors the ability to live 
longer, healthier and valued lives. I be-
lieve that by pursuing a prevention 
strategy that addresses some of the 
most fundamental risk factors for 
chronic illness and disability that face 
seniors, we will make an invaluable 
contribution to the Medicare reform 
debate and, more importantly, to our 
children and grandchildren. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would be re-
miss in pointing out that the Medicare 
Wellness Act represents the first time 
in this Congress that Republicans and 
Democrats have gotten together in 
support of a major piece of Medicare 
reform legislation. This bill represents 
a health care philosophy that bridges 
political boundaries. It just makes 
sense. And you see that common sense 
approach today from myself and my es-
teemed colleagues who have joined me 
in the introduction of this bill. 

Mr. President, I encourage my col-
leagues to join us on this important 
bill and to work with us to ensure that 
the provisions of this bill are reflected 
in any Medicare reform legislation 
that is debated and voted on this year 
in the Senate. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
GRAHAM, to introduce the Medicare 
Wellness Act of 1999. This legislation 
will modernize Medicare benefits and 
improve the preventive care received 
by our nation’s seniors. 

The Medicare program was designed 
in 1965 to provide seniors with access to 
the same health care services enjoyed 
under private health insurance plans. 
Medical science has grown by leaps and 
bounds in the decades since that time. 
Most of the private sector acted swiftly 
to cover preventive benefits when they 
realized that it is cheaper to screen for 
an illness and treat its early diagnosis 
than to pay for drastic procedures in a 
hospital later on. Congress has been 
too slow in extending to Medicare 
beneficiaries the same advances in 
quality care enjoyed throughout the 
rest of the health care system. 

The Medicare Wellness Act adds to 
the Medicare program those benefits 
recommended by the U.S. Preventive 
Services Task Force. These include: 
screening for hypertension, counseling 
for tobacco cessation, screening for 
glaucoma, counseling for hormone re-
placement therapy, screening for vision 
and hearing loss, expanded screening 
and counseling for osteoporosis, and 
cholesterol screening. These are some 
of the most prominent risk factors fac-
ing Medicare beneficiaries. If these 
symptoms are addressed regularly, 
beneficiaries will have a head start on 
fighting the conditions they lead to, 
such as diabetes, lung cancer, heart 
disease, blindness, osteoporosis, and 
many others. 

Beyond the eight new preventive ben-
efits under this bill, the Institute of 
Medicine (IOM) will conduct a study 

every five years to assess the scientific 
validity and cost-effectiveness of the 
preventive benefits package. When pre-
sented to Congress, the study will rec-
ommend what, if any, preventive bene-
fits should be added, or removed from 
the Medicare program. By facing such 
regularly scheduled considerations of 
preventive benefits, Congress will do a 
much better job of keeping the Medi-
care program up to date with the rapid 
advances in medical science. 

The Medicare Wellness Act also in-
structs the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to coordinate with the 
Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention and the Health Care Financing 
Administration to establish a Risk Ap-
praisal and Education Program. This 
program will target both current bene-
ficiaries and individuals with high risk 
factors below the age of 65. Outreach to 
these groups will offer questions re-
garding major behavioral risk factors, 
including the lack of proper nutrition, 
the use of alcohol, the lack of regular 
exercise, the use of tobacco, and de-
pression. State of the art software, 
case managers, and nurse hotlines will 
then identify what conditions bene-
ficiaries are at risk for, based on their 
individual responses to the questions, 
and inform them of actions they can 
take to lead a healthier life. 

Any modern health care professional 
can tell you that effective health care 
addresses the whole health of an indi-
vidual. A lifestyle that includes proper 
exercise and nutrition, and access to 
regular disease screening ensures at-
tention to the whole individual, not 
just a solitary body part. It is time we 
reaffirm our commitment to provide 
our nation’s seniors with quality 
health care. 

I want to thank my colleagues, Sen-
ators GRAHAM, CHAFEE, BRYAN, ROCKE-
FELLER, and KERRY for their dedication 
to the idea of changing Medicare from 
a sickness program to a wellness pro-
gram. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
LOTT, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. 
DORGAN, and Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 1619. A bill to amend the Trade Act 
of 1974 to provide for periodic revision 
of retaliation lists or other remedial 
action implemented under section 306 
of such Act; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

CAROUSEL RETALIATION ACT OF 1999 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 

this afternoon on behalf of my col-
league, Senator HAGEL, as well as Ma-
jority Leader LOTT, Senator AKAKA, 
Senator INOUYE, Senator ROBERTS, Sen-
ator BUNNING, Senator VOINOVICH, Sen-
ator DORGAN, and Senator CONRAD, to 
introduce the Carousel Retaliation Act 
of 1999. This bill would create a power-
ful mechanism to protect our Nation 
from illegal foreign trade practices. 

These are the facts. Today, our Na-
tion is being injured by the refusal of 
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some foreign countries to comply with 
World Trade Organization, WTO, dis-
pute settlement rulings. Let me repeat 
that. Other countries are failing to 
comply with the rulings of the WTO. 
As many of my colleagues know, the 
WTO has a very detailed process for 
handling trade disputes between mem-
ber nations. Unfortunately, some mem-
ber nations are simply undermining 
this entire process by refusing to com-
ply with the final dispute settlement 
decision, even after losing their cases 
on appeal. 

Noncompliance with dispute settle-
ment rulings severely undermines open 
and fair trade. As many of our farmers, 
cattle ranchers, and large and small 
businessowners know firsthand, this is 
having a devastating impact on their 
efforts and attempt to maintain or 
gain access to important new inter-
national markets. 

In an effort to secure compliance, the 
dispute settlement process provides the 
winning nation the authority to retali-
ate. The winning nation, after a deci-
sion has been made, can legally retali-
ate. That is what the provision is; they 
can retaliate against that losing na-
tion. They can do so if, at the end of a 
reasonable period of time, the losing 
country does not abide by the final de-
cision. Retaliation usually begins with 
the estimation of damages caused by 
the refusal, followed then by WTO au-
thorization to impose penalty duties on 
the offending country’s exports. How-
ever, even with retaliation, some na-
tions are still refusing to comply. 

The European Union has made it 
clear that it is willing to live in per-
petuity with the present U.S. retalia-
tion lists, which is why the WTO ruled 
in both the pending beef and banana 
trade cases that the United States can 
impose retaliatory tariffs on European 
imports. We are doing that. Moreover, 
they are entertaining the possibility of 
subsidizing their affected domestic tar-
gets to counter our WTO-authorized ac-
tion. Not only are they ignoring what 
the ruling was, not only are they ignor-
ing our retaliation, now they are turn-
ing around and preparing to subsidize 
these particular products. Both of 
these trade cases that I have men-
tioned took several long years to work 
through the dispute settlement system 
and were undertaken, frankly, at great 
expense to the U.S. Government and to 
the private sector in our country. 

The European Union’s actions are es-
tablishing a very dangerous precedent. 
If they are successful, then other na-
tions can be expected to follow a simi-
lar course. Something simply must be 
done. Something must be done to in-
crease the likelihood of compliance, or 
we risk losing more than a WTO case; 
we risk losing American jobs. There-
fore, it is important that the WTO’s 
dispute settlement process be strength-
ened. That is what this bill does, and 
that is what we are talking about 
today. 

Our proposed Carousel Retaliation 
Act will help ensure the integrity of 

the WTO settlement dispute process be-
cause it will provide a powerful mecha-
nism that will place considerable pres-
sure on noncompliant countries to 
comply. The measure will shake these 
noncompliant countries up and it will 
complicate any effort they undertake 
to counter U.S. retaliatory measures. 
Specifically, our bill would amend the 
U.S. Trade Act of 1974 by requiring the 
U.S. Trade Representative to periodi-
cally carousel—or rotate—the list of 
goods subject to retaliation when a for-
eign country or countries have failed 
to comply with a WTO ruling. Let me 
add that this is very clearly consistent 
with WTO rules. 

Under our bill, the retaliation list 
would be carouseled, or rotated, to af-
fect other goods 120 days from the date 
the first list is made, and then every 
180 days thereafter. The bill provides 
the U.S. Trade Representative the au-
thority to make exceptions. The rep-
resentative would not have to do this 
if, 1, it could be determined that com-
pliance is imminent; or, 2, if both the 
U.S. Trade Representative and the af-
fected petitioners agree that 
carouseling in that particular case is 
not necessary. Currently, the U.S. 
Trade Representative has the author-
ity to carousel retaliation lists, but is 
not required to do so. What our bill 
does is change the law and requires the 
Trade Representative to do this. 

The WTO is one of the most impor-
tant means for American businesses 
and producers to open foreign markets, 
liberalize commerce, resolve disputes, 
and ensure more open and fair trade. 
American farmers and agribusiness, for 
example, are major net exporters, post-
ing exports of more than $57 billion in 
1997. But frankly we can do more and 
better, and we must. Of the nearly 50 
complaints filed by the United States 
in the WTO, almost 30 percent involved 
agriculture. If countries fail to comply 
with WTO rulings, American agri-
culture and other U.S. sectors in need 
of trade relief will suffer greatly. The 
American Farm Bureau Federation, 
the National Cattlemen’s Beef Associa-
tion, the American Meat Institute, the 
U.S. Meat Export Federation, and the 
Hawaii Banana Industry Association 
support the bill. 

The ‘‘Carousel Retaliation Act,’’ can-
didly, is tough, but it is meant to be 
tough. It is the right response to chron-
ic noncompliance with WTO rules. 

Again, I commend my colleague, Sen-
ator HAGEL, who is on the floor at this 
moment, and Senators LOTT, AKAKA, 
INOUYE, ROBERTS, BUNNING, VOINOVICH, 
DORGAN, and CONRAD for their dedica-
tion to this issue. 

I urge my colleagues to join this ef-
fort to protect our Nation from illegal 
foreign trade practices and cosponsor 
the ‘‘Carousel Retaliation Act.’’ 

I thank the Chair. 
I see my colleague from Nebraska is 

on the floor. I suspect he would like to 
talk about this bill as well. 

Thank you very much. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1619 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REVISION OF RETALIATION LIST OR 

OTHER REMEDIAL ACTION. 
Section 306(b)(2) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 

U.S.C. 2416(b)(2)) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘If the’’ and inserting the 

following: 
‘‘(A) FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDA-

TION.—If the’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) REVISION OF RETALIATION LIST AND AC-

TION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), in the event that the United 
States initiates a retaliation list or takes 
any other action described in section 
301(c)(1) (A) or (B) against the goods of a for-
eign country or countries because of the fail-
ure of such country or countries to imple-
ment the recommendation made pursuant to 
a dispute settlement proceeding under the 
World Trade Organization, the Trade Rep-
resentative shall periodically revise the list 
or action to affect other goods of the country 
or countries that have failed to implement 
the recommendation. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—The Trade Representa-
tive is not required to revise the retaliation 
list or the action described in clause (i) with 
respect to a country, if— 

‘‘(I) the Trade Representative determines 
that implementation of a recommendation 
made pursuant to a dispute settlement pro-
ceeding described in clause (i) by the country 
is imminent; or 

‘‘(II) the Trade Representative together 
with the petitioner involved in the initial in-
vestigation under this chapter (or if no peti-
tion was filed, the affected United States in-
dustry) agree that it is unnecessary to revise 
the retaliation list. 

‘‘(C) SCHEDULE FOR REVISING LIST OR AC-
TION.—The Trade Representative shall, 120 
days after the date the retaliation list or 
other section 301(a) action is first taken, and 
every 180 days thereafter, review the list or 
action taken and revise, in whole or in part, 
the list or action to affect other goods of the 
subject country or countries. 

‘‘(D) STANDARDS FOR REVISING LIST OR AC-
TION.—In revising any list or action against 
a country or countries under this subsection, 
the Trade Representative shall act in a man-
ner that is most likely to result in the coun-
try or countries implementing the rec-
ommendations adopted in the dispute settle-
ment proceeding or in achieving a mutually 
satisfactory solution to the issue that gave 
rise to the dispute settlement proceeding. 
The Trade Representative shall consult with 
the petitioner, if any, involved in the initial 
investigation under this chapter. 

‘‘(E) RETALIATION LIST.—The term ‘retalia-
tion list’ means the list of products of a for-
eign country or countries that have failed to 
comply with the report of the panel or Ap-
pellate Body of the WTO and with respect to 
which the Trade Representative is imposing 
duties above the level that would otherwise 
be imposed under the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank my distinguished colleague and 
friend from Ohio for his leadership on 
the ‘‘Carousel Retaliation Act.’’ 
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I am a free trader, but I am also a 

fair trader. Trade is our economic fu-
ture. It is especially so in agriculture. 
Trade is our strongest engine of eco-
nomic growth. 

I, as have many of my colleagues, 
have fought for legislative reform on 
unilateral sanctions policies that hurt 
our trade, trade reform, fast-track au-
thority for the President, and other 
trade-related legislation. 

Free trade is a two-way street. Un-
fortunately, throughout the world the 
instinct for protectionism still remains 
strong. If trading partners take advan-
tage of us, we can’t simply remain pas-
sive and permit American exporters— 
especially farmers and ranchers—to 
continue to take a beating in foreign 
markets. 

Trade is a two-way street. Free, fair, 
and open trade is a two-way street. Ac-
cess to markets improves all people’s 
standard of living. Some of our trading 
partners believe this. Some people talk 
about it, and some people actually do 
something about it. Unfortunately, 
many of our trading partners’ rhetoric 
is stronger than their actions. That is 
why I am an original cosponsor of this 
bill. 

As you heard from my colleague, 
Senator DEWINE, this bill would re-
quire the U.S. Trade Representative to 
periodically review a retaliation list of 
foreign products from countries that 
fail to comply with the World Trade 
Organization rulings or do not reduce 
trade barriers against the United 
States. Different products would be ro-
tated on and off the list every few 
months until the offending countries 
made the right changes in trade policy. 

That is what we as a community of 
nations of civilized people decided to 
do when we formed the World Trade Or-
ganization. That is what the World 
Trade Organization is about—to sort 
through disputes in trade. If we cannot 
rely on the World Trade Organization 
to make tough decisions, settle those 
disputes, and then enforce the WTO 
rulings, then what good is the organi-
zation? 

If the members of the World Trade 
Organization find some rulings against 
their own self-interest and not in com-
pliance with what they think is right, 
or if they believe they must pick and 
choose which WTO rulings they will en-
force and live with, then we don’t have 
much of an open, fair, and free trade 
organization that today is known as 
the World Trade Organization. It is a 
myth and it is a charade unless we all 
comply with the WTO rulings and en-
force the rulings. That is the only way 
it will work. 

The policy of targeted tariffs is 
prompted, quite honestly, by the Euro-
pean Union’s ban on American beef. 
There is no scientific evidence to sup-
port the European Union’s contention 
that using growth-enhancing hormones 
in cattle poses any health threat to hu-
mans. There is no scientific evidence at 
all. 

But yet, even though we have won 
case after case in the World Trade Or-

ganization, the European Union con-
tinues to walk through this charade of 
artificial tariffs and barriers. The hor-
mone argument is a very flimsy excuse, 
at best, for straight out, raw protec-
tionism. The WTO’s recent position 
vindicating their position was essen-
tially a slap on the wrist for the EU, 
and still the EU is trying to delay com-
pliance with even this token penalty. 

If the EU keeps playing games with 
the United States in the hormone-en-
hancing beef issue, this policy of tar-
geted tariffs will provide us with a 
flexible, effective way to respond. No 
one wants to take this kind of action. 
But each one of us in this body rep-
resents hard-working constituents who 
seek to improve their communities, en-
hance the growth of their families, give 
the world opportunities, and playing by 
the rules. That is what we are talking 
about here—playing by the rules 
straight out, to be honest. 

Again, I don’t look forward to work-
ing on this bill to implement it if, in 
the interest of open, fair, and free 
trade, we must resort to this kind of 
activity. American farmers and ranch-
ers are hurting partly because of weak 
export markets. It is not because they 
are not producing quality products. We 
produce quality products. But it is be-
cause of politics and protectionism. 

I strongly support this bill. I am 
proud to be an original cosponsor. I am 
sorry we have to take this measure, 
but it is necessary. And the world must 
understand that the United States will 
do whatever it takes to support our 
producers and to assure, as best we can, 
that the world improves all people’s 
lives, all people’s standard of living, 
hope, opportunity, and economic 
growth if we continue to make progress 
with free, open, fair trade. 

By Mr. GORTON: 
S. 1620. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of Agriculture to convey certain land 
to Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion permit holders; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

MOUNT BAKER SNOQUALMIE NATIONAL FOREST 
LEGISLATION 

∑ Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in re-
cent years, I have become increasingly 
frustrated with the inability of the 
Forest Service to complete work on 
several small hydroelectric projects lo-
cated on the Mount Baker/Snoqualmie 
National Forest in my State. The Serv-
ice’s inability to make important deci-
sions on these renewable energy re-
sources is based on an inaccurate inter-
pretation of the President’s Northwest 
Forest Plan (‘‘ROD’’) which has 
stopped these projects from going for-
ward. 

The President’s Northwest Forest 
Plan states clearly that multipurpose 
uses of the federal forests are not pre-
cluded, and that the plan must follow 
existing law applying to such uses. Yet, 
since its adoption in 1994, the Forest 
Service has and continues to paralyze 
the development of small hydroelectric 
projects by ignoring laws applying to 

multipurpose. This inaction has de-
layed and stifled review of such 
projects by the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission—the agency respon-
sible for issuing federal licenses for hy-
droelectric projects. 

Forest Service interpretation of the 
ROD intrudes directly on the ability of 
the Commission to perform its hydro-
electric licensing function of balancing 
development and nondevelopment 
issues. Both the Commission, when de-
termining consistency with the pur-
pose of a national forest under Section 
4(e) of the Act, and the Forest Service, 
when determining whether to issue a 
special use permit, must apply existing 
law fairly. Forest Service inaction on 
pending projects (some of which have 
been under review for over a decade) 
prevents FERC from completing its li-
censing responsibilities. 

In terms of federal forest manage-
ment, the six small hydroelectric 
projects proposed for the Mount Baker/ 
Snoqualmie National Forest are vir-
tually inconsequential. All are located 
well above areas affecting anadromous 
fish, and would occupy a total of 10 to 
40 acres each, with most of the sites 
being untouched except for the por-
tions needed for project facilities. Ad-
verse impacts to fish, wildlife or other 
environmental resources are subject to 
mitigation by FERC and the Forest 
Service. 

Project proponents in my state have 
spent millions of dollars to secure ap-
proval of six projects located in the 
Mount Baker/Snoqualmie National 
Forest, including project design and 
environmental analysis necessary to 
gain approval from the Forest Service 
and FERC. In spite of the fact that the 
1994 ROD instructs the Forest Service 
to use ‘‘transition’’ provisions to ap-
prove pending projects, it has not done 
so, and continues to add project review 
requirements not allowed by the ROD 
or existing law. As a result, the Forest 
Service is stopping FERC from making 
timely licensing decisions on these 
projects. Shifting standards of review 
and delay by the Forest Service have 
deprived project proponents of their 
right to rely upon clear standards for 
project approval before expending 
funds in reliance on such standards. 

Many aspects of these projects were 
found to be in compliance with prior 
forest regulations and other environ-
mental laws, and are being subjected to 
duplicative and inconsistent review. 
Provisions of the ROD developed for 
application to extremely large-scale 
timber harvest are not meant to im-
pact small-scale hydroelectric projects. 
Timber management regulations are 
totally disproportionate with the scale 
of any potential environmental im-
pacts of small scale hydroelectric fa-
cilities. In fact, the ROD itself explic-
itly recognizes that uses other than 
timber harvest do not require the same 
level of restrictions. 

The Forest Service continues to use 
the ROD as a reason for imposing new 
study requirements, increasing mitiga-
tion demands, and ignoring agreements 
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on project compliance with forest plan 
standards and FERC requirements. 
Each new requirement adds onerous fi-
nancial burdens on project proponents, 
delays project approval, and under-
mines the regulatory need for an end to 
project review so a final licensing deci-
sion can be made by FERC. 

Actions by the Forest Service have 
placed that agency in direct conflict 
with FERC, a result not intended by 
the ROD. FERC’s jurisdiction over hy-
droelectric project licensing is 
unaltered by the ROD, which itself 
calls for increased interagency co-
operation, not confrontation. 

Mr. President, I have tried in recent 
years through my position as Chair-
man of the Senate Interior Appropria-
tions Subcommittee responsible for 
funding the Forest Service’s annual 
budget to get some answers from this 
agency as to why it was holding up 
these hydroelectric projects. In 1995, I 
inserted language directing the Forest 
Service to ‘‘conduct an expeditious re-
view’’ of projects covered by the ROD. 
In subsequent hearings, I have contin-
ued to ask agency witnesses for a sta-
tus report. To date, none of the re-
sponses from the Forest Service have 
satisfied my concerns or adequately ad-
dressed this issue. 

For this reason, I am introducing leg-
islation today that would expedite the 
hydroelectric project review process. It 
will require the Forest Service to con-
vey to permit holders and license appli-
cants for these projects at fair market 
value the parcels of land necessary for 
development of these projects. While I 
would prefer and am still hopeful that 
this issue can be resolved in negotia-
tions between the project proponents 
and the agency, clearly this process is 
broken and needs to be fixed. This leg-
islation should serve as a catalyst for 
resolving outstanding hydroelectric 
project review issues. Project pro-
ponents deserve at least that much.∑ 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. BREAUX) 

S. 1621. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to author-
ize funding to carry out certain water 
quality restoration projects for Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin, Louisiana, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 
THE LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN BASIN RESTORATION 

ACT OF 1999 
∑ Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, today 
I rise on behalf of myself and my col-
league, Senator JOHN BREAUX to intro-
duce legislation that would restore and 
maintain the ecological health of the 
Lake Pontchartrain Basin—one of the 
largest estuarine systems in the United 
States. Known for its slow flowing riv-
ers and bayous, tranquil swamps and 
lush hardwood forests, the Pont-
chartrain Basin contains the most di-
verse topography in the State of Lou-
isiana. 

The Pontchartrain Basin is a 5,000 
square mile watershed encompassing 16 
parishes in southeast Louisiana and 4 

Mississippi counties. The vast wetlands 
and marshes that surround the Basin’s 
waters provide essential habitat for 
countless species of fish, birds, mam-
mals, reptiles and plants. At the center 
of the Basin is the 630 square mile Lake 
Pontchartrain, which is surrounded by 
1.5 million residents, making it the 
most densely populated area in Lou-
isiana. Lake Pontchartrain is just one 
part of a vast ecological system called 
the Pontchartrain Basin. The Basin 
also includes Lake Maurepas and Lake 
Borgne. These three contiguous water 
bodies make up the largest estuary sys-
tem in the Gulf Coast region, and their 
wetland fisheries contribute over $35 
million to the local economy and pro-
vide the abundance of fresh seafood 
that has made southeastern Louisiana 
famous. 

Since the 1940’s, increased popu-
lation, urbanization, and land use 
changes have altered or destroyed 
much of the Pontchartrain Basin’s val-
uable ecological resources. The Lake’s 
south shore—once a famous gathering 
ground for swimmers, has been closed 
since the late 1960’s because of pollu-
tion and other conditions caused by 
stormwater and wastewater discharges, 
oil and gas development and some agri-
cultural activities. Natural occur-
rences such as shoreline erosion, hurri-
canes, and land subsidence combined 
with sea level rise also have harmed 
the Basin’s sensitive ecology. 

Mr. President, we introduce the 
‘‘Lake Pontchartrain Basin Restora-
tion Act of 1999,’’ with the purpose of 
restoring and maintaining the unique 
ecology of this nationally significant 
watershed. This important legislation 
would establish a well coordinated and 
technically sound management pro-
gram for the restoration and sustain-
able health of the Pontchartrain Basin 
ecosystem. 

This legislation would also: coordi-
nate the restoration efforts of federal, 
state and local agencies and organiza-
tions in the restoration of the Basin; 
authorize and provide resources for res-
toration projects in the Pontchartrain 
Basin; and establish a Lake Pont-
chartrain Basin Restoration Program 
within the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. 

We believe this is a nationally sig-
nificant watershed restoration effort 
that deserves our support. The Pont-
chartrain Basin is the center of South-
eastern Louisiana’s unique cultural 
heritage—providing valuable habitat 
for wildlife and countless recreation 
opportunities for sportsmen and other 
outdoor enthusiasts. The area is brim-
ming with a diverse population of peo-
ple bound by a common interest: The 
desire for clean and healthy waters in 
the Pontchartrain Basin. Over the last 
decade, the restoration of the Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin has become one of 
the strongest grassroots watershed 
clean-up efforts in the nation. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
publicly acknowledge the Lake Pont-
chartrain Basin Foundation, the Uni-

versity of New Orleans and the Re-
gional Planning Commission for the 
Louisiana parishes of Orleans, Jeffer-
son, St. Bernard, St. Tammany and 
Plaquemines, for their efforts in devel-
oping this important legislation. We 
strongly urge our colleagues to support 
this measure as well.∑ 

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, 
Mr. FRIST, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. BREAUX, and 
Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 1622. A bill to provide economic, 
planning, and coordination assistance 
needed for the development of the 
lower Mississippi River region; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

THE DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY ACT OF 1999 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, today 

I am introducing the Delta Regional 
Authority Act of 1999, which is aimed 
at improving the economy of the Mis-
sissippi Delta region, the poorest re-
gion in the country. 

The lower Mississippi Delta region, 
following the course of the Mississippi 
River, stretches from southern Illinois 
to the Delta of the Mississippi and the 
Gulf of Mexico. According to the latest 
Census figures, communities in the 
Delta region of seven States—Illinois, 
Missouri, Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkan-
sas, Mississippi, and Louisiana—face a 
poverty rate of 22 percent while the na-
tional average is 12 percent. 

This legislation seeks to build on ef-
forts begun more than a decade ago, 
when Congress created the Lower Mis-
sissippi Delta Development Commis-
sion. Under the leadership of former 
Arkansas Senator Dale Bumpers, the 
Commission was charged with studying 
the unique problems of the Delta re-
gion and recommending a course of ac-
tion. I refer my colleagues to Senator 
Bumpers’ statement, which appears on 
page S25689 of the September 27, 1988 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in which he in-
troduced legislation authorizing the 
Commission. The Commission sub-
mitted its report, ‘‘Realizing the 
Dream . . . Fulfilling the Potential,’’ 
in 1990. The Chairman of the Commis-
sion, former Arkansas Governor Bill 
Clinton, called the report a ‘‘handbook 
for action.’’ 

The report highlighted problems fac-
ing the Delta, whose economy has tra-
ditionally been based on agriculture. 
The report noted the Delta faced high 
unemployment, low levels of income 
and education, welfare dependency, 
poor health care and housing, along 
with serious shortcomings in transpor-
tation infrastructure. Unfortunately, a 
decade after the report was issued, 
these problems still exist. While Con-
gress took one bold step toward solving 
these problems when we passed welfare 
reform, there is still much to be done. 

In particular, this bill seeks to im-
prove the infrastructure of the Delta 
region. It is common knowledge that 
when industries seek to expand and 
build new facilities, they look at the 
availability of roads, water systems 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11264 September 22, 1999 
and other infrastructure. The Federal 
Government has tried to foster devel-
opment in these areas by providing 
Federal grant monies, but we haven’t 
approached the economic problems in 
the region with an appropriate under-
standing of the unique demographic 
and geographic challenges that face the 
Delta. 

Education programs are available, 
but if there’s no technical assistance to 
help people actually access the grant 
resources, then the programs are essen-
tially wasted. We can encourage young 
folks to pursue higher education and 
start their own businesses, but if there 
is no basic infrastructure, if transpor-
tation and other resources are inad-
equate, how can they succeed? For in-
stance, in many areas of the Arkansas 
Delta there are no copy shops, com-
puter repair stores, or office supply 
stores. These basic offerings that we 
take for granted in larger cities simply 
are not available and that is why cre-
ating a central location for technical 
assistance is so vital. We may not be 
able to put copy shops in place, but we 
can provide help that will be only a 
phone call or an e-mail away. 

Currently, many communities in the 
Delta have problems gaining federal 
grants for two reasons. First, they 
often don’t have the technical exper-
tise to complete the grant applications. 
Second, they often don’t have enough 
money to meet the local matching re-
quirement. The Delta Regional Author-
ity created by this legislation will be 
authorized $30 million annually to pro-
vide technical assistance in the grant 
application process. In effect, local 
communities across the seven state re-
gion will have one-stop shopping when 
they need assistance completing grant 
applications and accessing resources 
for economic development. Second, the 
Delta Regional Authority will be au-
thorized to provide money to help 
grant applicants meet the federal 
match. Certainly the matching dollar 
requirement in the grant application 
process is important to demonstrate 
the community’s commitment to the 
project, but we shouldn’t exclude the 
very communities who need grant as-
sistance the most. 

The Delta Regional Authority will 
function along the same lines as the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. But 
it will operate entirely independently 
of the ARC. The Delta Regional 
Authority’s mission will be to help cre-
ate jobs, attract industrial develop-
ment and grow the local economies by 
improving infrastructure, training the 
workforce and building local leader-
ship. 

I would like to thank staff of the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission, who 
worked very closely with us in drafting 
this legislation. Special thanks also is 
due to the National Association of De-
velopment Organizations, the Lower 
Mississippi Delta Development Center 
and many local economic development 
groups who provided suggestions and 
input. Last, but certainly not least, I 

would like to commend Representative 
MARION BERRY, who represents my 
home in the First Congressional Dis-
trict of Arkansas, who has introduced 
companion legislation in the House of 
Representatives. I certainly hope that 
today’s introduction of legislation is 
the first step toward making the Delta 
Regional Authority a reality. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1622 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Delta Re-
gional Authority Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the lower Mississippi River region (re-

ferred to in this Act as the ‘‘region’’), though 
rich in natural and human resources, lags be-
hind the rest of the United States in eco-
nomic growth and prosperity; 

(2) the region suffers from a greater pro-
portion of measurable poverty and unem-
ployment than any other region of the 
United States, resulting in a drain on the na-
tional economy and diminishing national 
wealth; 

(3) the greatest hope for economic growth 
and revitalization in the region lies in the 
creation of jobs, the expansion of businesses, 
and the development of entrepreneurial local 
economies; 

(4) the economic progress of the region re-
quires an adequate physical infrastructure, a 
skilled and trained workforce, enhanced 
local leadership and civic capacity, and 
greater opportunities for enterprise develop-
ment and entrepreneurship; 

(5) a concerted and coordinated effort 
among Federal, State, and local agencies, 
the private sector, nonprofit groups, and 
community-based organizations is needed if 
the region is to share in the prosperity of the 
United States; 

(6) economic development planning on a re-
gional or multicounty basis offers the best 
prospect for achieving the maximum benefit 
from public and private investments; and 

(7) improving the economy of the region re-
quires a special emphasis on those of the re-
gion that are most economically distressed. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to promote and encourage the economic 
development of the region— 

(A) to ensure that the communities and 
people in the region have the opportunity to 
participate more fully in the prosperity of 
the United States; and 

(B) to ensure that the economy of the re-
gion reaches economic parity with that of 
the rest of the United States; 

(2) to establish a formal framework for 
joint Federal-State collaboration in meeting 
and focusing national attention on the eco-
nomic development needs of the region; 

(3) to assist the region in obtaining the 
basic infrastructure, skills training, local 
leadership capacity, and opportunities for 
enterprise development that are essential for 
strong local economies; 

(4) to foster coordination among all levels 
of government, the private sector, commu-
nity organizations, and nonprofit groups in 
crafting common regional strategies that 
will lead to broader economic growth; 

(5) to strengthen efforts that emphasize re-
gional approaches to economic development 
and planning; 

(6) to encourage the participation of inter-
ested citizens, public officials, groups, agen-
cies, and others in developing and imple-
menting local and regional plans for broad- 
based economic and community develop-
ment; and 

(7) to focus special attention on areas of 
the region that suffer from the greatest eco-
nomic distress. 
SEC. 3. DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY. 

The Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 1921 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Subtitle F—Delta Regional Authority 
‘‘SEC. 382A. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this subtitle: 
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘Authority’ 

means the Delta Regional Authority estab-
lished by section 382B. 

‘‘(2) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means 
areas in the States of Arkansas, Illinois, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, 
and Tennessee, as defined under section 4 of 
the Lower Mississippi Delta Development 
Act (Public Law 100–460; 42 U.S.C. 3121 note). 

‘‘(3) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The term 
‘Federal grant program’ means a Federal 
grant program to provide assistance in— 

‘‘(A) acquiring or developing land; 
‘‘(B) constructing or equipping a facility; 

or 
‘‘(C) carrying out other community or eco-

nomic development or economic adjustment 
activities. 
‘‘SEC. 382B. DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 

Delta Regional Authority. 
‘‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The Authority shall be 

composed of— 
‘‘(A) a Federal member, to be appointed by 

the President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; and 

‘‘(B) the Governor (or a designee of the 
Governor) of each State in the region that 
elects to participate in the Authority. 

‘‘(3) COCHAIRPERSONS.—The Authority shall 
be headed by 2 cochairpersons, which shall 
be— 

‘‘(A) the Federal member, who shall 
serve— 

‘‘(i) as the Federal cochairperson; and 
‘‘(ii) as a liaison between the Federal Gov-

ernment and the Authority; and 
‘‘(B) a State cochairperson, who— 
‘‘(i) shall be a Governor of a participating 

State in the region; and 
‘‘(ii) shall be elected by the State members 

for a term of not less than 1 year. 
‘‘(b) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.— 
‘‘(1) STATE ALTERNATES.—Each State mem-

ber may have a single alternate, appointed 
by the Governor from among the members of 
the cabinet or the personal staff of the Gov-
ernor. 

‘‘(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The President shall appoint an alternate 
Federal cochairperson. 

‘‘(3) QUORUM.—A State alternate shall not 
be counted toward the establishment of a 
quorum of the Authority in any instance in 
which a quorum of the State members is re-
quired to be present. 

‘‘(4) DELEGATION OF POWER.—No power or 
responsibility of the Authority specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b), and 
no voting right of any Authority member, 
shall be delegated to any person— 

‘‘(A) who is not a Authority member; or 
‘‘(B) who is not entitled to vote in Author-

ity meetings. 
‘‘(c) VOTING.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

section 382I(d), decisions by the Authority 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11265 September 22, 1999 
shall require the affirmative vote of the Fed-
eral cochairperson and of a majority of the 
State members (not including a member rep-
resenting a State that is delinquent under 
subsection (g)(2)(C). 

‘‘(2) QUORUM.—A quorum of State members 
shall be required to be present for the Au-
thority to make any policy decision, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(A) a modification or revision of a Au-
thority policy decision; 

‘‘(B) approval of a State or regional devel-
opment plan; and 

‘‘(C) any allocation of funds among the 
States. 

‘‘(3) PROJECT AND GRANT PROPOSALS.—The 
approval of project and grant proposals shall 
be— 

‘‘(A) a responsibility of the Authority; and 
‘‘(B) conducted in accordance with section 

382I. 
‘‘(4) VOTING BY ALTERNATE MEMBERS.—An 

alternate member shall vote in the case of 
the absence, death, disability, removal, or 
resignation of the State or Federal rep-
resentative for which the alternate member 
is an alternate. 

‘‘(d) DUTIES.—The Authority shall— 
‘‘(1) develop, on a continuing basis, com-

prehensive and coordinated plans and pro-
grams to establish priorities and approve 
grants for the economic development of the 
region, giving due consideration to other 
Federal, State, and local planning and devel-
opment activities in the region; 

‘‘(2) not later than 220 days after the date 
of enactment of this subtitle, establish prior-
ities in a development plan for the region 
(including 5-year regional outcome targets); 

‘‘(3) provide for an understanding of the 
needs and assets of the region through re-
search, demonstration, investigation, assess-
ment, and evaluation of the region, in co-
operation with Federal, State, and local 
agencies, universities, local development dis-
tricts, and other nonprofit groups, as appro-
priate; 

‘‘(4) review and study, in cooperation with 
the appropriate agencies, Federal, State, and 
local public and private programs in the re-
gion; 

‘‘(5) recommend any modification or addi-
tion to a program described in paragraph (4) 
that could increase the effectiveness of the 
program; 

‘‘(6) formulate and recommend interstate 
compacts and other forms of interstate co-
operation; 

‘‘(7) work with State and local agencies in 
developing appropriate model legislation; 

‘‘(8) encourage the formation of, build the 
capacity of, and provide support for, local de-
velopment districts in the region; 

‘‘(9) encourage private investment in in-
dustrial, commercial, and other economic 
development projects in the region; 

‘‘(10) serve as a focal point and coordi-
nating unit for region programs; 

‘‘(11) provide a forum for consideration of 
problems of the region and proposed solu-
tions for those problems; and 

‘‘(12) establish and involve citizens, special 
advisory councils, and public conferences to 
consider and resolve issues concerning the 
region. 

‘‘(e) INFORMATION.—In carrying out the du-
ties of the Authority under subsection (d), 
the Authority may— 

‘‘(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, re-
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise 
reproduce and distribute the proceedings and 
reports on actions by the Authority as the 
Authority considers appropriate; 

‘‘(2) authorize, through the Federal or 
State cochairperson, or any other member of 
the Authority designated by the Authority, 
the administration of oaths if the Authority 

determines that testimony shall be taken or 
evidence shall be received under oath; and 

‘‘(3) arrange for the head of any Federal, 
State, or local department or agency to fur-
nish to the Authority such information as 
may be available to or procurable by the de-
partment or agency; 

‘‘(4) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws and 
rules governing the conduct of Authority 
business and the performance of Authority 
functions; 

‘‘(5) request the head of any Federal de-
partment or agency to detail to the Author-
ity such personnel as the Authority requires 
to carry out functions of the Authority, each 
such detail to be without loss of seniority, 
pay, or other employee status; 

‘‘(6) request the head of any State depart-
ment or agency or local government to de-
tail to the Authority such personnel as the 
Authority requires to carry out functions of 
the Authority, each such detail to be with-
out loss of seniority, pay, or other employee 
status; 

‘‘(7) provide for coverage of Authority em-
ployees in a suitable retirement and em-
ployee benefit system by— 

‘‘(A) making arrangements or entering 
into contracts with any participating State 
government; or 

‘‘(B) otherwise providing retirement and 
other employee benefit coverage; 

‘‘(8) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do-
nations of services or real, personal, tan-
gible, or intangible property; 

‘‘(9) enter into and perform such contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as are necessary to carry out 
Authority duties, including any contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or any other 
arrangement with— 

‘‘(A) any department, agency, or instru-
mentality of the United States; 

‘‘(B) any State (including a political sub-
division, agency, or instrumentality of the 
State); or 

‘‘(C) any person, firm, association, or cor-
poration; 

‘‘(10) establish and maintain a central of-
fice and field offices at such locations as the 
Authority may select; and 

‘‘(11) take such other actions and incur 
such other expenses as are necessary or ap-
propriate. 

‘‘(f) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—Fed-
eral agencies shall— 

‘‘(1) cooperate with the Authority; and 
‘‘(2) provide such assistance in carrying 

out this subtitle as the Federal cochair-
person may request. 

‘‘(g) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Administrative expenses 

of the Authority shall be paid— 
‘‘(A) by the Federal Government, during 

the period beginning on the date of enact-
ment of this subtitle and ending on Sep-
tember 30, 2000; and 

‘‘(B) after September 30, 2000 (except for 
the expenses of the Federal cochairperson, 
including expenses of the alternate and staff 
of the Federal cochairperson, which shall be 
paid solely by the Federal Government)— 

‘‘(i) by the Federal Government, in an 
amount equal to 50 percent of the adminis-
trative expenses; and 

‘‘(ii) by the States in the region rep-
resented on the Authority, in an amount 
equal to 50 percent of the administrative ex-
penses. 

‘‘(2) STATE SHARE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The share of administra-

tive expenses of the Authority to be paid by 
each State shall be determined by the Au-
thority. 

‘‘(B) NO FEDERAL PARTICIPATION.—The Fed-
eral cochairperson shall not participate or 
vote in any decision under subparagraph (A) 
to determine the share of administrative ex-

penses of the Authority to be paid by a 
State. 

‘‘(C) DELINQUENT STATES.—If a State is de-
linquent in payment of the State’s share of 
administrative expenses of the Authority 
under this subsection— 

‘‘(i) no assistance under this subtitle shall 
be furnished to the State (including assist-
ance to a political subdivision or a resident 
of the State); and 

‘‘(ii) no member of the Authority from the 
State shall participate or vote in any action 
by the Authority. 

‘‘(h) COMPENSATION.— 
‘‘(1) FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—The Federal 

cochairperson shall be compensated by the 
Federal Government at level III of the Exec-
utive Schedule in subchapter II of chapter 53 
of title V, United States Code. 

‘‘(2) ALTERNATE FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.— 
The alternate Federal cochairperson— 

‘‘(A) shall be compensated by the Federal 
Government at level V of the Executive 
Schedule described in paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(B) when not actively serving as an alter-
nate for the Federal cochairperson, shall per-
form such functions and duties as are dele-
gated by the Federal cochairperson. 

‘‘(3) STATE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State shall com-

pensate each member and alternate rep-
resenting the State on the Authority at the 
rate established by law of the State. 

‘‘(B) NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION.—No 
State member or alternate member shall re-
ceive any salary, or any contribution to or 
supplementation of salary from any source 
other than the State for services provided by 
the member or alternate to the Authority. 

‘‘(4) DETAILED EMPLOYEES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—No person detailed to 

serve the Authority under subsection (e)(6) 
shall receive any salary or any contribution 
to or supplementation of salary for services 
provided to the Authority from— 

‘‘(i) any source other than the State, local, 
or intergovernmental department or agency 
from which the person was detailed; or 

‘‘(ii) the Authority. 
‘‘(B) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 

this paragraph shall be fined not more than 
$5,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both. 

‘‘(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Federal co-
chairperson, the alternate Federal cochair-
person, and any Federal officer or employee 
detailed to duty on the Authority under sub-
section (e)(5) shall not be subject to subpara-
graph (A), but shall remain subject to sec-
tions 202 through 209 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(5) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.— 
‘‘(A) COMPENSATION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap-

point and fix the compensation of an execu-
tive director and such other personnel as are 
necessary to enable the Authority to carry 
out the duties of the Authority. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—Compensation described 
under clause (i) shall not exceed the max-
imum rate for the Senior Executive Service 
under section 5382 of title 5, United States 
Code, including any applicable locality-based 
comparability payment that may be author-
ized under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of that title. 

‘‘(B) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The executive 
director shall be responsible for— 

‘‘(i) the carrying out of the administrative 
functions of the Authority; 

‘‘(ii) direction of the Authority staff; and 
‘‘(iii) such other duties as the Authority 

may assign. 
‘‘(C) NO FEDERAL EMPLOYEE STATUS.—No 

member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority (except the Federal cochair-
person of the Authority, the alternate and 
staff for the Federal cochairperson, and any 
Federal employee detailed to the Authority 
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under subsection (e)(5)) shall be considered 
to be a Federal employee for any purpose. 

‘‘(i) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 

paragraph (2), no State member, alternate, 
officer, or employee of the Authority shall 
participate personally and substantially as a 
member, alternate, officer, or employee of 
the Authority, through decision, approval, 
disapproval, recommendation, the rendering 
of advice, investigation, or otherwise, in any 
proceeding, application, request for a ruling 
or other determination, contract, claim, con-
troversy, or other matter in which, to 
knowledge of the member, alternate, officer, 
or employee— 

‘‘(A) the member, alternate, officer, or em-
ployee; 

‘‘(B) the spouse, minor child, partner, or 
organization (other than a State or political 
subdivision thereof) of the member, alter-
nate, officer, or employee, in which the 
member, alternate, officer, or employee is 
serving as officer, director, trustee, partner, 
or employee; or 

‘‘(C) any person or organization with whom 
the member, alternate, officer, or employee 
is negotiating or has any arrangement con-
cerning prospective employment; 

has a financial interest. 
‘‘(2) DISCLOSURE.—Paragraph (1) shall not 

apply if the State member, alternate, officer, 
or employee— 

‘‘(A) immediately advises the Authority of 
the nature and circumstances of the pro-
ceeding, application, request for a ruling or 
other determination, contract, claim, con-
troversy, or other particular matter pre-
senting a conflict of interest; 

‘‘(B) makes full disclosure of the financial 
interest; and 

‘‘(C) before the proceeding concerning the 
matter presenting the conflict of interest, 
receives a written determination by the Au-
thority that the interest is not so substan-
tial as to be likely to affect the integrity of 
the services that the Authority may expect 
from the State member, alternate, officer, or 
employee. 

‘‘(3) VIOLATION.—Any person that violates 
this subsection shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 
both. 

‘‘(j) VALIDITY OF CONTRACTS, LOANS, AND 
GRANTS.—The Authority may declare void 
any contract, loan, or grant of or by the Au-
thority in relation to which the Authority 
determines that there has been a violation of 
any provision under subsection (h)(4), sub-
section (i), or sections 202 through 209 of title 
18, United States Code. 
‘‘SEC. 382C. ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVEL-

OPMENT GRANTS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may ap-

prove grants to States and public and non-
profit entities for projects, approved in ac-
cordance with section 382I— 

‘‘(1) to assist the region in obtaining the 
job training and employment-related edu-
cation, leadership, business, and civic devel-
opment (with an emphasis on entrepreneur-
ship), that are needed to build and maintain 
strong local economies; 

‘‘(2) to provide assistance to severely dis-
tressed and underdeveloped counties that 
lack financial resources for improving basic 
services; 

‘‘(3) to fund— 
‘‘(A) research, demonstrations, evalua-

tions, and assessments of the region; and 
‘‘(B) training programs, and construction 

of necessary facilities, and the provision of 
technical assistance necessary to complete 
activities described in subparagraph (A); or 

‘‘(4) to otherwise achieve the objectives of 
this subtitle. 

‘‘(b) FUNDING.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds for grants under 
subsection (a) may be provided— 

‘‘(A) entirely from appropriations to carry 
out this section; 

‘‘(B) in combination with funds available 
under another Federal or Federal grant pro-
gram; or 

‘‘(C) from any other source. 
‘‘(2) PRIORITY OF FUNDING.—To best build 

the foundations for long-term, self-sus-
taining economies and to complement other 
Federal and State resources in the region, 
Federal funds available under this subtitle 
shall be focused on the activities in the fol-
lowing order or priority: 

‘‘(A) Basic infrastructure in distressed 
counties. 

‘‘(B) Job-related infrastructure. 
‘‘(C) Job training or employment-related 

education. 
‘‘(D) Leadership and civic development. 
‘‘(E) Business development, with emphasis 

on entrepreneurship. 
‘‘(3) FEDERAL SHARE IN GRANT PROGRAMS.— 

Notwithstanding any provision of law lim-
iting the Federal share in any grant pro-
gram, funds appropriated to carry out this 
section may be used to increase a Federal 
share in a grant program, as the Authority 
determines to be appropriate. 
‘‘SEC. 382D. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT 

PROGRAMS. 
‘‘(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that certain 

people, States, and local communities of the 
region, including local development dis-
tricts, are unable to take maximum advan-
tage of Federal grant programs for which the 
people are eligible because— 

‘‘(1) they lack the economic resources to 
supply the required matching share; or 

‘‘(2) there are insufficient funds available 
under the applicable Federal grant law au-
thorizing the program to meet pressing 
needs of the region. 

‘‘(b) FEDERAL GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING.— 
In accordance with subsection (c), the Fed-
eral cochairperson may use amounts made 
available to carry out this subtitle, without 
regard to any limitations on areas eligible 
for assistance or authorizations for appro-
priation under any other Act to fund all or 
any portion of the basic Federal contribution 
to a project or activity under a Federal 
grant program in an amount that is above 
the fixed maximum portion of the cost of the 
project otherwise authorized by the applica-
ble law, not to exceed 80 percent of the costs 
of the project except as provided in section 
382F(b). 

‘‘(c) CERTIFICATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any pro-

gram or project for which all or any portion 
of the basic Federal contribution to the 
project under a Federal grant program is 
proposed to be made under this section, no 
Federal contribution shall be made until the 
Federal official administering the Federal 
law authorizing the contribution certifies 
that the program or project— 

‘‘(A) meets the applicable requirements of 
the applicable Federal grant law; and 

‘‘(B) could be approved for Federal con-
tribution under the law if funds were avail-
able under the law for the program or 
project. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION BY AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The certifications and 

determinations required to be made by the 
Authority for approval of projects under this 
subtitle in accordance with section 382I— 

‘‘(i) shall be controlling; and 
‘‘(ii) shall be accepted by the Federal agen-

cies. 
‘‘(B) ACCEPTANCE BY FEDERAL COCHAIR-

PERSON.—Any finding, report, certification, 
or documentation required to be submitted 
to the head of the department, agency, or in-
strumentality of the Federal Government re-

sponsible for the administration of any Fed-
eral grant program shall be accepted by the 
Federal cochairperson with respect to a sup-
plemental grant for any project under the 
program. 
‘‘SEC. 382E. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS; 

CERTIFICATION AND ADMINISTRA-
TIVE EXPENSES. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT.—In this section, the term ‘‘local 
development district’’ means an entity that 
is— 

‘‘(1) organized and operated in a manner 
that ensures broad-based community partici-
pation and an effective opportunity for other 
nonprofit and citizen groups to contribute to 
the development and implementation of pro-
grams in the region; 

‘‘(2) certified to the Authority as having a 
charter or authority that includes the eco-
nomic development of counties or parts of 
counties or other political subdivisions with-
in the region— 

‘‘(A) by the Governor of each State in 
which the entity is located; or 

‘‘(B) by the State officer designated by the 
appropriate State law to make the certifi-
cation; and 

‘‘(3) is— 
‘‘(A) a nonprofit incorporated body orga-

nized or chartered under the law of the State 
in which the entity is located; 

‘‘(B) a nonprofit agency or instrumentality 
of a State or local government; 

‘‘(C) a nonprofit agency or instrumentality 
created through an interstate compact; or 

‘‘(D) a nonprofit association or combina-
tion of bodies, agencies, and instrumental-
ities described in subparagraphs (A) through 
(C). 

‘‘(b) GRANTS TO LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRICTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority may 
make grants for administrative expenses of 
local development districts. 

‘‘(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANTS.— 
‘‘(A) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of 

any grant awarded under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 80 percent of the administrative 
expenses of the local development district 
receiving the grant. 

‘‘(B) MAXIMUM PERIOD.—No grant described 
in paragraph (1) shall be awarded to a State 
agency certified as a local development dis-
trict for a period greater than 3 years. 

‘‘(C) LOCAL SHARE.—The contributions of a 
local development district for administrative 
expenses may be in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated, including space, equipment, and 
services. 

‘‘(c) DUTIES OF LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRICTS.—Local development districts— 

‘‘(1) shall operate as lead organizations 
serving multicounty areas in the region at 
the local level; and 

‘‘(2) shall serve as a liaison between State 
and local governments, nonprofit organiza-
tions (including community-based groups 
and educational institutions), the business 
community, and citizens that— 

‘‘(A) are involved in multijurisdictional 
planning; 

‘‘(B) provide technical assistance to local 
jurisdictions and potential grantees; and 

‘‘(C) provide leadership and civic develop-
ment assistance. 
‘‘SEC. 382F. DISTRESSED COUNTIES AND ECO-

NOMICALLY STRONG COUNTIES. 
‘‘(a) DESIGNATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this subtitle, 
and annually thereafter, the Authority, in 
accordance with such criteria as the Author-
ity may establish, shall designate— 

‘‘(1) as distressed counties, counties in the 
region that are the most severely and per-
sistently distressed and underdeveloped; 

‘‘(2) as economically strong counties, coun-
ties in the region that are approaching or 
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have reached economic parity with the rest 
of the United States; and 

‘‘(3) as isolated areas of distress, areas lo-
cated in an economically strong county that 
have high rates of poverty or unemployment. 

‘‘(b) DISTRESSED COUNTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall allo-

cate at least 50 percent of the appropriations 
made available under section 382N for pro-
grams and projects designed to serve the 
needs of distressed counties in the region. 

‘‘(2) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.—The funding 
limitations under section 382D(b) shall not 
apply to projects providing basic services to 
residents in 1 or more distressed counties in 
the region. 

‘‘(c) ECONOMICALLY STRONG COUNTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

this subsection, no funds shall be provided 
under this subtitle for a project located in a 
county designated as an economically strong 
county under subsection (a). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The funding prohibition 

under paragraph (1) shall not apply to grants 
to fund the administrative expenses of local 
development districts under section 382E(b). 

‘‘(B) MULTICOUNTY PROJECTS.—The Author-
ity may approve additional exceptions to the 
funding prohibition under paragraph (1) for— 

‘‘(i) multicounty projects that include par-
ticipation by an economically strong county; 
and 

‘‘(ii) any other type of project, if the Au-
thority determines that the project could 
bring significant benefits to areas of the re-
gion outside an economically strong county. 

‘‘(C) ISOLATED AREAS OF DISTRESS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An isolated area of dis-

tress shall be eligible for assistance at the 
discretion of the Authority. 

‘‘(ii) DETERMINATION.—A determination of 
eligibility of an isolated area of distress for 
assistance shall be supported— 

‘‘(I) by the most recent Federal data avail-
able; or 

‘‘(II) if no recent Federal data are avail-
able, by the most recent data available 
through the government of the State in 
which the isolated area of distress is located. 

‘‘SEC. 382G. DEVELOPMENT PLANNING PROCESS. 

‘‘(a) STATE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—In ac-
cordance with policies established by the Au-
thority, each State member shall submit on 
such schedule as the Authority shall pre-
scribe a development plan for the area of the 
region represented by the State member. 

‘‘(b) CONTENT OF PLAN.—A State develop-
ment plan submitted under subsection (a) 
shall— 

‘‘(1) reflect the goals, objectives, and prior-
ities identified in the regional development 
plan under section 382B(d); 

‘‘(2) describe— 
‘‘(A) the organization and continuous proc-

ess for development planning of the State, 
including the procedures established by the 
State for the participation of local develop-
ment districts in the development planning 
process; 

‘‘(B) the means by which the development 
planning process of the State is related to 
overall State-wide planning and budgeting 
processes; and 

‘‘(C) the method of coordinating planning 
and projects in the region under this subtitle 
and other Federal, State, and local pro-
grams; 

‘‘(3)(A) identify the goals, objectives, prior-
ities, and expected outcomes of the State for 
the region, as determined by the Governor; 

‘‘(B) identify the needs on which those 
goals, objectives, priorities are based; and 

‘‘(C) describe the development strategy for 
achieving and the expected outcomes of 
those goals, objectives, and priorities; and 

‘‘(4) describe how strategies proposed in 
the plan would advance the objectives of this 
subtitle. 

‘‘(c) CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED LOCAL 
PARTIES.—In carrying out the development 
planning process (including the selection of 
programs and projects for assistance), a 
State shall— 

‘‘(1) consult with— 
‘‘(A) local development districts; 
‘‘(B) local units of government; and 
‘‘(C) citizen groups; and 
‘‘(2) take into consideration the goals, ob-

jectives, priorities, and recommendations of 
the entities identified in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority and appli-

cable State and local development districts 
shall encourage and assist, to the maximum 
extent practicable, public participation in 
the development, revision, and implementa-
tion of all plans and programs under this 
subtitle. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—The Authority shall 
develop guidelines specifying minimum goals 
for public participation described in para-
graph (1), including public hearings. 
‘‘SEC. 382H. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In considering programs 
and projects to be provided assistance under 
this subtitle, and in establishing a priority 
ranking of the requests for assistance pre-
sented to the Authority, the Authority shall 
follow procedures that ensure, to the max-
imum extent practicable, consideration of— 

‘‘(1) the relationship of the project or class 
of projects to overall regional development; 

‘‘(2) the per capita income and poverty and 
unemployment rates in the area; 

‘‘(3) the financial resources available to 
the applicants for assistance seeking to 
carry out the project; 

‘‘(4) the importance of the project or class 
of projects in relation to other projects or 
classes of projects that may be in competi-
tion for the same funds; 

‘‘(5) the prospects that the project for 
which assistance is sought will improve, on a 
continuing rather than a temporary basis, 
the opportunities for employment, the aver-
age level of income, or the economic and so-
cial development of the area served by the 
project; and 

‘‘(6) the extent to which the project design 
provides for detailed outcome measurements 
by which grant expenditures and the results 
of the expenditures may be evaluated. 

‘‘(b) NO RELOCATION ASSISTANCE.—No fi-
nancial assistance authorized by this sub-
title shall be used to assist a person or enti-
ty in relocating from 1 area to another. 

‘‘(c) REDUCTION OF FUNDS.—Funds may be 
provided for a program or project in a State 
under this subtitle only if the Authority de-
termines that the level of Federal or State 
financial assistance provided under a law 
other than this subtitle, for the same type of 
program or project in the same area of the 
State within the region, will not be reduced 
so as to substitute funds authorized by this 
subtitle. 
‘‘SEC. 382I. APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

AND PROJECTS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or regional de-

velopment plan or any multistate sub-
regional plan that is proposed for develop-
ment under this subtitle shall be reviewed 
for approval by the Authority in accordance 
with section 382B(e)(3). 

‘‘(b) EVALUATION BY STATE MEMBER.—An 
application for a grant or any other assist-
ance for a project under this subtitle shall be 
made through and evaluated for approval by 
the State member of the Authority rep-
resenting the applicant. 

‘‘(c) CERTIFICATION.—An application for a 
grant or other assistance for a project shall 

be approved only on certification by the 
State member and the Federal cochairperson 
that the application— 

‘‘(1) reflects an intent that the project 
comply with any applicableState develop-
ment plan; 

‘‘(2) meets applicable criteria under section 
382H; 

‘‘(3) provides adequate assurance that the 
proposed project will be properly adminis-
tered, operated, and maintained; and 

‘‘(4) otherwise meets the requirements of 
this subtitle. 

‘‘(d) VOTES FOR DECISIONS.—The certifi-
cation by a State member of an application 
for a grant or other assistance for a specific 
project under this section shall, when joined 
by an affirmative vote of the Federal co-
chairperson for the application, be consid-
ered to satisfy the requirements for affirma-
tive votes for decisions under section 382B. 
‘‘SEC. 382J. CONSENT OF STATES. 

Nothing in this subtitle requires any State 
to engage in or accept any program under 
this subtitle without the consent of the 
State. 
‘‘SEC. 382K. RECORDS. 

‘‘(a) RECORDS OF THE AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Authority shall 

maintain accurate and complete records of 
all transactions and activities of the Author-
ity financed with Federal funds. 

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—All records of the Au-
thority shall be available for audit and ex-
amination by the Comptroller General of the 
United States (including authorized rep-
resentatives of the Comptroller General). 

‘‘(b) RECORDS OF RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 
ASSISTANCE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Recipients of Federal as-
sistance under this subtitle shall, as required 
by the Authority, maintain accurate and 
complete records of transactions and activi-
ties financed with Federal funds and report 
on the transactions and activities to the Au-
thority. 

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—All records described 
in paragraph (1) shall be available for audit 
by the Comptroller General of the United 
States and the Authority or their duly au-
thorized representatives. 
‘‘SEC. 382L. ANNUAL REPORT. 

‘‘Not later than 180 days after the end of 
each fiscal year, the Authority shall submit 
to the President and to Congress a report de-
scribing the activities carried out under this 
subtitle. 
‘‘SEC. 382M. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 

be appropriated to the Authority to carry 
out this subtitle $30,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2001 through 2005, to remain available 
until expended. 

‘‘(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Not more 
than 5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under subsection (a) shall be used for admin-
istrative expenses.’’. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 391 
At the request of Mr. KERREY, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
391, a bill to provide for payments to 
children’s hospitals that operate grad-
uate medical education programs. 

S. 407 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 407, a bill to reduce gun traf-
ficking by prohibiting bulk purchases 
of handguns. 
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S. 486 

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 486, a bill to provide for the punish-
ment of methoamphetamine laboratory 
operators, provide additional resources 
to combat methamphetamine produc-
tion, trafficking, and abuse in the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

S. 562 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 562, a bill to provide for a com-
prehensive, coordinated effort to com-
bat methamphetamine abuse, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 702 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
702, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit dis-
crimination in the payment of wages 
on account of sex, race, or national ori-
gin, and for other purposes. 

S. 736 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. ROBB), and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. WELLSTONE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 736, a bill to amend ti-
tles XVIII and XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act to ensure that individuals 
enjoy the right to be free from re-
straint, and for other purposes. 

S. 1028 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1028, a bill to simplify 
and expedite access to the Federal 
courts for injured parties whose rights 
and privileges, secured by the United 
States Constitution, have been de-
prived by final actions of Federal agen-
cies, or other government officials or 
entities acting under color of State 
law, and for other purposes. 

S. 1035 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1035, a bill to establish a program to 
provide grants to expand the avail-
ability of public health dentistry pro-
grams in medically underserved areas, 
health professional shortage areas, and 
other Federally-defined areas that lack 
primary dental services. 

S. 1197 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CLELAND) and the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1197, a bill to prohibit 
the importation of products made with 
dog or cat fur, to prohibit the sale, 
manufacture, offer for sale, transpor-
tation, and distribution of products 
made with dog or cat fur in the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

S. 1239 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
BRYAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1239, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to treat spaceports 
like airports under the exempt facility 
bond rules. 

S. 1269 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1269, a bill to provide that the 
Federal Government and States shall 
be subject to the same procedures and 
substantive laws that would apply to 
persons on whose behalf certain civil 
actions may be brought, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1310 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1310, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
modify the interim payment system for 
home health services, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1419 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER), the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. GRAMM), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), 
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr. 
SESSIONS) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1419, a bill to amend title 36, United 
States Code, to designate May as ‘‘Na-
tional Military Appreciation Month.’’ 

S. 1446 

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
BOND) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1446, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an additional 
advance refunding of bonds originally 
issued to finance governmental facili-
ties used for essential governmental 
functions. 

S. 1449 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1449, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to increase the 
payment amount for renal dialysis 
services furnished under the medicare 
program. 

S. 1459 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
BOND) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1459, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to protect the 
right of a medicare beneficiary en-
rolled in a Medicare+Choice plan to re-
ceive services at a skilled nursing facil-
ity selected by that individual. 

S. 1473 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1473, a bill to amend section 2007 of the 
Social Security Act to provide grant 

funding for additional Empowerment 
Zones, Enterprise Communities, and 
Strategic Planning Communities, and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 118 
At the request of Mr. REID, the 

names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from 
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH), the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI), and the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Resolution 118, A resolution 
designating December 12, 1999, as ‘‘Na-
tional Children’s Memorial Day.’’ 

SENATE RESOLUTION 179 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. ASHCROFT), the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. SNOWE), the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH), and the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 179, a resolution designating Octo-
ber 15, 1999, as ‘‘National Mammog-
raphy Day.’’ 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000 

BYRD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1744 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. BYRD, for himself, 
Mr. BOND, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. STEVENS, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
SMITH of NH, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. REID, Mr. KERRY, Mr. ROBB, 
Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ASHCROFT, Ms. 
SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. DOR-
GAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, and Mr. FRIST) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 2684) A bill 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 7, beginning on line 23, strike 
‘‘$18,406,000,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘Provided,’’ and insert ‘‘$19,006,000,000, plus 
reimbursements: Provided That of the funds 
made available under this heading, 
$600,000,000 is designated by Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and 
shall be available only to the extent that an 
official budget request that includes designa-
tion of the entire amount of the request as 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11269 September 22, 1999 
an emergency requirement (as defined in the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985) is transmitted by the 
President to Congress: Provided further,’’. 

TORRICELLI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1745 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr. 

MOYNIHAN, and Mrs. MURRAY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the bill, H.R. 2684, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title IV, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 4ll. STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall submit a study on airport 
noise to Congress, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, and the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

(b) AREAS OF STUDY.—The study shall ex-
amine— 

(1) the selection of noise measurement 
methodologies used by the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration; 

(2) the threshold of noise at which health 
impacts are felt; and 

(3) the effectiveness of noise abatement 
programs at airports around the United 
States. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The study shall in-
clude specific recommendations to the Sec-
retary of Transportation and the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion concerning new measures that should be 
implemented to mitigate the impact of air-
craft noise on communities surrounding air-
ports. 

TORRICELLI AMENDMENT NO. 1476 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. TORRICELLI submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place in title IV, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 4ll. RIGHT TO KNOW ABOUT AIRPORT 

POLLUTION. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the serious ground level ozone, noise, 

water pollution, and solid waste disposal 
problems attendant to airport operations re-
quire a thorough evaluation of all significant 
sources of pollution; 

(2) the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.)— 

(A) requires each State to reduce emissions 
contributing to ground level ozone problems 
and maintain those reductions; and 

(B) requires the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to study, in 
addition to other sources, the effects of spo-
radic, extreme noise (such as jet noise near 
airports) on public health and welfare; 

(3) the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) establishes a regu-
latory and enforcement program for dis-
charges of wastes into waters; 

(4) the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 
300f et seq.) establishes primary drinking 
water standards and a ground water control 
program; 

(5) the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.) regulates management and dis-
posal of solid and hazardous waste; 

(6) a study of air pollution problems in 
California— 

(A) has determined that airports are sig-
nificant sources of air pollution; and 

(B) has led to the creation of an airport 
bubble concept; and 

(7) the airport bubble concept is an ap-
proach that— 

(A) treats an airport and the area within a 
specific radius around the airport as a single 
source of pollution that emits a range of pol-
lutants, including air, noise, water, and solid 
waste; and 

(B) seeks, by implementation of specific 
programs or regulations, to reduce the pollu-
tion from each source within the bubble and 
thereby reduce the overall pollution in that 
area. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to require the Administrator to conduct— 

(1) a feasibility study for applying airport 
bubbles to airports as a method of assessing 
and reducing, where appropriate, air, noise, 
water, and solid waste pollution in and 
around the airports and improving overall 
environmental quality; and 

(2) a study of air pollutant emission stand-
ards established by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency for airplane engines to deter-
mine whether it is feasible and desirable to 
strengthen the standards. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) AIRPORT BUBBLE.—The term ‘‘airport 
bubble’’ means an area— 

(A) in and around an airport (or other fa-
cility using aircraft) within which sources of 
pollution and levels of pollution from those 
sources are to be identified and reduced; and 

(B) containing a variety of types of air, 
noise, water, and solid waste sources of pol-
lution in which the aggregate of each type of 
pollutant from the respective sources is reg-
ulated as if the various sources were a single 
source. 

(d) STUDY OF USING AIRPORT BUBBLES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 

conduct a study to determine the feasibility 
of regulating air, noise, water, and solid 
waste pollution from all sources in and 
around airports using airport bubbles. 

(2) WORKING GROUP.—In conducting the 
study, the Administrator shall establish and 
consult with a working group comprised of— 

(A) the Administrator of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (or a designee); 

(B) the Secretary of Defense (or a des-
ignee); 

(C) the Secretary of Transportation (or a 
designee); 

(D) a representative of air quality dis-
tricts; 

(E) a representative of environmental re-
search groups; 

(F) a representative of State Audubon So-
cieties; 

(G) a representative of the Sierra Club; 
(H) a representative of the Nature Conser-

vancy; 
(I) a representative of port authorities of 

States; 
(J) an airport manager; 
(K) a representative of commanding offi-

cers of military air bases and stations; 
(L) a representative of the bus lines that 

serve airports who is familiar with the emis-
sions testing and repair records of those 
buses, the schedules of those lines, and any 
problems with delays in service caused by 
traffic congestion; 

(M) a representative of the taxis and lim-
ousines that serve airports who is familiar 
with the emissions testing and repair records 
of the taxis and limousines and the volume 
of business generated by the taxis and lim-
ousines; 

(N) a representative of local law enforce-
ment agencies or other entities responsible 
for traffic conditions in and around airports; 

(O) a representative of the Air Transport 
Association; 

(P) a representative of the Airports Coun-
cil International–North America; 

(Q) a representative of environmental spe-
cialists from airport authorities; and 

(R) a representative from an aviation 
union representing ground crews. 

(3) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—In conducting the 
study, the Administrator shall— 

(A) collect, analyze, and consider informa-
tion on the variety of stationary and mobile 
sources of air, noise, water, and solid waste 
pollution within airport bubbles around air-
ports in the United States, including— 

(i) aircraft, vehicles, and equipment that 
service aircraft (including main and auxil-
iary engines); and 

(ii) buses, taxis, and limousines that serve 
airports; 

(B) study a statistically significant num-
ber of airports serving commercial aviation 
in a manner designed to obtain a representa-
tive sampling of such airports; 

(C) consider all relevant information that 
is available, including State implementation 
plans under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 
et seq.) and airport master plans; 

(D) consider the air quality implications of 
airport and ground and in-flight aircraft op-
erations, such as routing and delays; 

(E) assess the role of airports in interstate 
and international travel and commerce and 
the environmental and economic impact of 
regulating airports as significant sources of 
air, noise, water, and solid waste pollution; 

(F) propose boundaries of the areas to be 
included within airport bubbles; 

(G) propose a definition of air pollutant 
emissions for airport bubbles that includes 
hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, 
and other ozone precursors targeted for re-
duction under Federal air pollution law; 

(H) develop an inventory of each source of 
air, noise, water, and solid waste pollution to 
be regulated within airport bubbles and the 
level of reduction for each source; 

(I) list and evaluate programs that might 
be implemented to reduce air, noise, water, 
and solid waste pollution within airport bub-
bles and the environmental and economic 
impact of each of the programs, including 
any changes to Federal or State law (includ-
ing regulations) that would be required for 
implementation of each of the programs; 

(J) evaluate the feasibility of regulating 
air, noise, water, and solid waste pollutants 
in and around airports using airport bubbles 
and make recommendations regarding which 
programs should be included in an effective 
implementation of airport bubble method-
ology; and 

(K) address the issues of air and noise pol-
lution source identification and regulation 
that are unique to military air bases and sta-
tions. 

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shall submit to Congress a re-
port describing the results and recommenda-
tions of the study required by this sub-
section. 

(e) STUDY OF EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AIR-
PLANE ENGINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
conduct a study of air pollutant emission 
standards established by the Environmental 
Protection Agency for airplane engines to 
determine whether it is feasible and desir-
able to strengthen the standards. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shall submit to Congress a re-
port describing the results and recommenda-
tions of the study required by this sub-
section. 

(f) PROGRESS REPORTS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter until the reports 
under subsections (d) and (e) are submitted, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11270 September 22, 1999 
the Administrator shall submit to Congress 
a report that details the progress being made 
by the Administrator in carrying out sub-
sections (d) and (e). 

(g) FUNDING.—The Administrator shall 
carry out this section using existing funds 
available to the Administrator. 

WELLSTONE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1747 

Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON, and Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 108. The amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this title under the 
heading ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION’’ is hereby increased by $1,300,000,000. 

CONRAD AMENDMENT NO. 1748 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CONRAD submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 108. (a)(1) The amount appropriated by 
this title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATION’’ under the subheading 
‘‘CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’ is hereby 
increased by $12,000,000. 

(2) Of the amount appropriated by this 
title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL AD-
MINISTRATION’’ under the subheading ‘‘CON-
STRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’, as increased by 
paragraph (1), $12,000,000 shall be available 
for renovations and environmental improve-
ments at the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center in Fargo, North Dakota. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the aggregate of the amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by 
this Act for the travel expenses of the de-
partments, agencies, commissions, corpora-
tions, and offices covered by this Act is here-
by reduced by $12,000,000. 

CLELAND AMENDMENTS NOS. 1749– 
1754 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CLELAND submitted six amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1749 
On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 108. (a)(1) The amount appropriated by 

this title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATION’’ under the subheading 
‘‘CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’ is hereby 
increased by $12,400,000. 

(2) Of the amount appropriated by this 
title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL AD-
MINISTRATION’’ under the subheading ‘‘CON-
STRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’, as increased by 
paragraph (1), $12,400,000 shall be available 
for renovations and environmental improve-
ments at the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center in Atlanta, Georgia. 

(b) The aggregate amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act, other 
than the amount appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION’’ 
under the subheading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR 
PROJECTS’’, is hereby reduced by $12,400,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1750 
On page 31, line 17, strike ‘‘$110,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$112,000,000’’. 
On page 31, line 23, insert before the period 

the following: ‘‘, and including $2,000,000 for 

the expansion and modernization of the Tub-
man African American Museum in Macon, 
Georgia’’. 

On page 76, line 8, strike ‘‘$5,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$3,000,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1751 
On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 108. (a)(1) The amount appropriated by 

this title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATION’’ under the subheading ‘‘NA-
TIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION’’ is hereby 
increased by $1,500,000. 

(2) Of the amount appropriated by this 
title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL AD-
MINISTRATION’’ under the subheading ‘‘NA-
TIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION’’, as in-
creased by paragraph (1), $1,500,000 shall be 
available for the construction of a national 
cemetery in the Atlanta, Georgia, metropoli-
tan area. 

(b) The amount appropriated by this title 
under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL ADMINIS-
TRATION’’ under the subheading ‘‘OFFICE OF 
INSPECTOR GENERAL’’ is hereby reduced by 
$1,500,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1752 
On page 31, line 17, strike ‘‘$110,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$112,000,000’’. 
On page 31, line 23, insert before the period 

the following: ‘‘, and including $2,000,000 for 
the National Institute for Community Em-
powerment in Atlanta, Georgia’’. 

On page 44, line 15, strike ‘‘$95,910,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘93,910,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1753 
On page 83, line 12, strike ‘‘$3,250,000,000, to 

remain available until expended,’’ and insert 
‘‘$3,259,200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $9,200,000 shall be derived 
from pro rata transfers of amounts made 
available under each other heading under the 
heading ‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN-
CY’’ and shall be available to the Atlanta re-
gion for modeling and monitoring of com-
bined sewer overflows as part of the com-
prehensive watershed restoration strategy, 
and’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1754 
On page 31, line 17, strike ‘‘$110,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$112,770,000’’. 
On page 31, line 23, insert before the period 

the following: ‘‘, and including $2,770,000 for 
the demolition and environmental mitiga-
tion of the Swift Building in Moultrie, Geor-
gia’’. 

On page 44, line 15, strike ‘‘$95,910,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘93,140,000’’. 

KERRY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1755 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. CHAFEE, 

Mr. BROWNBACK, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 78, line 20, strike ‘‘$1,885,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$1,897,000,000’’. 

On page 78, line 21, before the colon, insert 
the following: ‘‘, and of which not less than 
$12,000,000 shall be derived from pro rata 
transfers of amounts made available under 
each other heading under the heading ‘‘ENVI-
RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’’ and shall 
be available for the Montreal Protocol 
Fund’’. 

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1756 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 28, line 2, strike ‘‘$225,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$239,000,000’’. 

On page 44, line 15, strike ‘‘$95,910,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$81,910,000’’. 

SMITH (AND OTHERS) 
AMDNDMENT NO. 1757 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. NICKLES, and Mr. INHOFE) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, 
H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 7, line 23, strike ‘‘$19,006,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$19,215,500,000’’. 

On page 8, line 10, insert after the colon the 
following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$5,000,000 shall be available for the Homeless 
Providers Grant and Per Diem (GPD) pro-
gram:’’. 

On page 14, line 21, strike ‘‘$90,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$100,000,000’’. 

On page 73, line 22, strike ‘‘$423,500,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$199,000,000’’. 

On page 74, beginning on line 9, strike 
‘‘Provided further,’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘section 121(d)(2) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 12581(d)(2)):’’. 

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1758–1759 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1758 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS. 

Not later than May 1, 2000, in admin-
istering the underground storage tank pro-
gram under subtitle I of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.), the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency shall develop a plan (including cost 
estimates)— 

(1) to identify underground storage tanks 
that are not in compliance with subtitle I of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 
et seq.) (including regulations); 

(2) to identify underground storage tanks 
in temporary closure; 

(3) to determine the ownership of under-
ground storage tanks described in para-
graphs (1) and (2); 

(4) to determine the plans of owners and 
operators of underground storage tanks de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2) to bring the 
underground storage tanks into compliance 
or out of temporary closure; and 

(5) in a case in which the owner of an un-
derground storage tank described in para-
graph (1) or (2) cannot be identified— 

(A) to bring the underground storage tank 
into compliance; or 

(B) to permanently close the underground 
storage tank. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1759 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS. 

Not later than May 1, 2000, in admin-
istering the underground storage tank pro-
gram under subtitle I of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.), the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency shall develop a plan (including cost 
estimates)— 
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(1) to identify underground storage tanks 

that are not in compliance with subtitle I of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 
et seq.) (including regulations); 

(2) to identify underground storage tanks 
in temporary closure; 

(3) to determine the ownership of under-
ground storage tanks described in para-
graphs (1) and (2); 

(4) to determine the plans of owners and 
operators of underground storage tanks de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2) to bring the 
underground storage tanks into compliance 
or out of temporary closure; and 

(5) in a case in which the owner of an un-
derground storage tank described in para-
graph (1) or (2) cannot be identified— 

(A) to bring the underground storage tank 
into compliance; or 

(B) to permanently close the underground 
storage tank. 

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 1760 

Mr. BOND proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 112, strike line 3 and all that fol-
lows through line 4 on page 113. 

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1761 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 18, line 3, strike ‘‘$10,855,135,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$10,566,335,000’’. 

On page 18, line 4, strike ‘‘$6,655,135,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$6,366,335,000’’. 

On page 18, line 19, insert before the colon 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided under this heading, 
$288,800,000 shall be made available for incre-
mental section 8 vouchers under section 558 
of the Quality Housing and Work Responsi-
bility Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–276; 112 
Stat. 2614): Provided further That the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
may not expend any amount made available 
under the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999, for tenant-based assistance under the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 to help eli-
gible families make the transition from wel-
fare to work until March 1, 2000’’. 

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 1762 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 84, line 10, insert after ‘‘(S. 1596)’’ 
the following: ‘‘, of which $500,000 shall be 
available to the City of Bayard, New Mexico, 
to construct a new wastewater treatment fa-
cility for the City of Bayard, the Village of 
Santa Clara, and the Fort Bayard State Hos-
pital’’. 

KERREY AMENDMENTS NOS. 1763– 
1765 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KERREY submitted three 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1763 
On page 78, line 21, after ‘‘studies.’’ insert 

the following, ‘‘: Provided, That within funds 
available, $120,000 shall be provided to the 
Fontenelle Forest Association for the Mis-
souri River Ecology Institute.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 1764 
On page 31, line 23, after ‘‘Act’’, strike ‘‘.’’ 

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘: Provided further, 
That within the funds provided, $1,500,000 
shall be available for the North 27th Street 
Project in Lincoln, Nebraska’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1765 
On page 31, line 23, after ‘‘Act’’, strike ‘‘.’’ 

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘: Provided further, 
That within the funds provided, $750,000 shall 
be made available for Project Jericho in 
Omaha, Nebraska.’’ 

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 1766 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert: 
‘‘The comment period on the proposed 

rules related to section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act published at 64 Federal Register 
46012 and 46058 (August 23, 1999) shall be ex-
tended from October 22, 1999, for a period of 
no less than 90 additional calendar days.’’ 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 1767 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. STEVENS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 28, line 25 after the word ‘‘Coun-
cil,’’ insert ‘‘$4,000,000 for the Special Olym-
pics 2001 World Winter Games’’. 

SPECTER AMENDMENTS NOS. 1768– 
1769 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SPECTER submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1768 
On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 108. (a) The amount appropriated by 

this title under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL 
ADMINISTRATION’’ under the subheading 
‘‘CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’ is hereby 
increased by $14,500,000. 

(b) Of the amount appropriated or other-
wise made available for the Department of 
Veterans Affairs under the heading ‘‘DEPART-
MENTAL ADMINISTRATION’’ under the sub-
heading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’, as 
increased by subsection (a), $14,500,000 shall 
be available for construction of a long term 
facility at the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Center in Lebanon, Pennsyl-
vania. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1769 
On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 108. (a) Using amounts available under 

subsection (b), the National Cemetery Ad-
ministration shall provide for the construc-
tion of a national cemetery in Southwestern 
Pennsylvania in an amount not to exceed 
$12,000,000. 

(b) The amounts available to the National 
Cemetery Administration for purposes of 
subsection (a) are the amounts appropriated 
under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL ADMINIS-
TRATION’’ under the subheading ‘‘CONSTRUC-
TION, MAJOR PROJECTS’’ and allocated for the 
advance planning fund of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs. 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 1770 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 

Mr. GRAMM submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 45, line 9, strike ‘‘$16,000,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof, ‘‘$19,493,000’’. 

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 1771 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. PROMULGATION OF STORMWATER 

REGULATIONS. 
(a) FINDING.—The Senate finds that the Ad-

ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency has not sufficiently addressed the 
concerns of local governments concerning 
the Phase II stormwater regulations that are 
scheduled to be promulgated on October 29, 
1999. 

(b) STORMWATER REGULATIONS.—The Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency shall not promulgate the regulations 
described in subsection (a) until the Admin-
istrator submits to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works of the Senate a 
report containing— 

(1) an in-depth impact analysis on the ef-
fect the final regulations will have on urban, 
suburban, and rural local governments sub-
ject to the regulations, including an esti-
mate of— 

(A) the costs of complying with the 6 min-
imum control measures described in the reg-
ulations; and 

(B) the costs resulting from the lowering of 
the construction threshold from 5 acres to 1 
acre; 

(2) an explanation of the rationale of the 
Administrator for lowering the construction 
site threshold from 5 acres to 1 acre, includ-
ing— 

(A) an explanation, in light of recent court 
decisions, of why a 1-acre measure is any less 
arbitrarily determined than a 5-acre meas-
ure; and 

(B) all qualitative information used in de-
termining an acre threshold for a construc-
tion site; 

(3) documentation demonstrating that 
stormwater runoff is generally a problem in 
communities with populations of 50,000 to 
100,000 (including an explanation of why the 
coverage of the regulation is based on a cen-
sus-determined population instead of a water 
quality threshold); 

(4) information that supports the position 
of the Administrator that the Phase II 
stormwater program should be administered 
as part of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System under section 402 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1342); and 

(5) a detailed explanation of the impact, if 
any, that the Phase I program has had in im-
proving water quality in the United States 
(including a description of specific measures 
that have been successful and those that 
have been unsuccessful). 

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 1772 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BOND (for Mr. MCCAIN) sub-

mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill, H.R. 2684, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 108. (a) DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSAL.— 
(1) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
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develop a proposal for a system within the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for the col-
lection of payments from third party payers 
under the Medical Care Cost Recovery Pro-
gram of the Department which system shall, 
to the maximum extent practicable, utilize 
procedures for the collection of payments 
from third parties similar to the procedures 
utilized in the private sector for the collec-
tion of payments for health care costs from 
third parties. 

(2) In developing the proposal, the Sec-
retary shall consider a variety of procedures 
utilized in the private sector for the collec-
tion of payments for health care costs from 
third parties. 

(b) USE OF PRIVATE COST-RECOVERY ENTI-
TIES DURING DEVELOPMENT.—(1) Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary shall, during the period referred to in 
paragraph (3), provide for the collection of 
payments from third party payers under the 
Medical Care Cost Recovery Program solely 
through appropriate private entities with 
which the Secretary contracts for that pur-
pose. 

(2) The fee paid a private entity for the col-
lection of payments under a contract under 
this subsection shall be a contingent fee 
based on the amount of payments collected 
by the entity under the contract. 

(3) The period referred to in this paragraph 
is the period beginning as soon as practicable 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and ending on the date that is six months 
after the date on which the Secretary com-
mences collections under the Medical Care 
Cost Recovery Program through a system 
within the Department under this section. 

(c) SAFEGUARDS.—The Secretary shall take 
appropriate actions to ensure that any col-
lection practices utilized under this section 
do not impose unwarranted financial or 
other burdens upon veterans who receive 
medical care from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

(d) SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSAL.—Not later 
than three years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report on the proposal devel-
oped under subsection (a). The report shall 
include— 

(1) a description of the system covered by 
the proposal; and 

(2) an assessment by an appropriate entity 
independent of the Department of the poten-
tial effectiveness of the collection proce-
dures under the system in comparison with 
the effectiveness of the collection procedures 
of the private entities utilized under sub-
section (b). 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSAL.—The 
Secretary shall implement the system cov-
ered by the proposal submitted under sub-
section (d) commencing 90 days after the 
date on which the Secretary submits to Con-
gress the proposal on the system under that 
subsection. 

SNOWE AMENDMENT NO. 1773 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 108. (a) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the 
sense of the Senate that it should be the goal 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs to 
serve all veterans equitably at health care 
facilities in urban and rural areas. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Not later than 
six months after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall submit to the Committees on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the Senate and the House of Rep-

resentatives a report on the impact of the al-
location of funds under the Veterans Equi-
table Resource Allocation (VERA) funding 
formula on the rural subregions of the health 
care system administered by the Veterans 
Health Administration. 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of impact of the alloca-

tion of funds under the VERA formula on— 
(i) travel times to veterans health care in 

rural areas; 
(ii) waiting periods for appointments for 

veterans health care in rural areas; 
(iii) the cost associated with additional 

community-based outpatient clinics; 
(iv) transportation costs; and 
(v) the unique challenges that Department 

of Veterans Affairs medical centers in rural, 
low-population subregions face in attempt-
ing to increase efficiency without large 
economies of scale. 

(B) The recommendations of the Secretary 
on means of modifying the VERA formula, or 
implementing other reforms, in order to im-
prove the access of veterans to health care in 
rural areas. 

LEVIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 1774–1776 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. LEVIN submitted three amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1774 
On page 77, line 21, after ‘‘$642,483,000’’, in-

sert the following: ‘‘of which not less than 
$3,000,000 shall be available to gather data 
and conduct studies relating to agriculture, 
recreation, economic development, human 
health, ecological impacts, and other land 
use issues for the Kalamazoo River water-
shed revitalization project,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1775 
On page 77, line 21, strike ‘‘$642,483,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$641,483,000’’. 
On page 84, line 6, strike ‘‘$100,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$101,000,000’’. 
On page 84, line 10, before the semicolon, 

insert the following: ‘‘, of which $1,000,000 
shall be available for the renovation and re-
placement of the water system of the city of 
Benton Harbor, Michigan’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1776 
On page 31, line 17, strike ‘‘$110,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$111,000,000’’. 
On page 31, line 23, insert before the period 

the following: ‘‘, and including $1,000,000 for 
the Muskegon, Michigan Housing Commis-
sion for use in developing duplex units’’. 

INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 1777 

Ms. MIKULSKI (for Mr. INOUYE) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, H.R. 
2684, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the amount made available 
under the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1991 (Public Law 101–507) for a special pur-
pose grant under section 107 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1974 to 
the County of Hawaii for the purpose of an 
environmental impact statement for the de-
velopment of a water resource system in 
Kohala, Hawaii, that is unobligated on the 
date of enactment of this Act, may be used 
to fund water system improvements, includ-
ing exploratory wells, well drillings, pipeline 
replacements, water system planning and de-
sign, and booster pump and reservoir devel-
opment. 

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1778 

Mr. REED (for himself, Mrs. COLLINS, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. CHAFEE) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, H.R. 
2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 42, line 12, strike ‘‘$80,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$100,000,000’’. 

At the appropriate place in title II, insert 
the following: 

SEC. ll. (a) There is appropriated out of 
any money in the Treasury that is not other-
wise appropriated for fiscal year 2000 for ex-
penses necessary to carry out section 1011 of 
the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Re-
duction Act of 1992, $20,000,000. 

(b) Each amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available for each program, project, or 
activity relating to salaries, expenses, and 
program management under title I, II, or III 
of this Act (other than this section) that is 
not required to be appropriated or otherwise 
made available by a provision of law is re-
duced by the uniform percentage necessary 
to reduce the total amounts appropriated for 
such programs, projects, or activities by 
$20,000,000. 

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 1779 

Mr. BOND proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 111, beginning on line 4 strike out 
‘‘or be used’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘litigation activity’’ on line 5. 

SNOWE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1780 

Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Ms. COLLINS, 
and Mr. HAGEL) proposed and amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 17, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 108. (a) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the 
sense of the Senate that it should be the goal 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs to 
serve all veterans equitably at health care 
facilities in urban and rural areas. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Not later than 
six months after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall submit to the Committees on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the impact of the al-
location of funds under the Veterans Equi-
table Resource Allocation (VERA) funding 
formula on the rural subregions of the health 
care system administered by the Veterans 
Health Administration. 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of impact of the alloca-

tion of funds under the VERA formula on— 
(i) travel times to veterans health care in 

rural areas; 
(ii) waiting periods for appointments for 

veterans health care in rural areas; 
(iii) the cost associated with additional 

community-based outpatient clinics; 
(iv) transportation costs; and 
(v) the unique challenges that Department 

of Veterans Affairs medical centers in rural, 
low-population subregions face in attempt-
ing to increase efficiency without large 
economies of scale. 

(B) The recommendations of the Secretary, 
if any, on how rural veterans’ access to 
health care services might be enhanced. 

DEWINE (AND VOINOVICH) 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 1781–1782 

Mr. DEWINE (for himself and Mr. 
VOINOVICH) proposed two amendments 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1781 

On page 113, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 431. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration by 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
purposes of transferring any research air-
craft from Glenn Research Center, Ohio, to 
another field center of the Administration. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1782 
On page 113, between lines 16 and 17, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 431. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration by 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
purposes of establishing at a field center of 
the Administration any research capability 
that would duplicate a research capability 
that currently exists at another field center 
of the Administration. 

CRAIG AMENDMENT NO. 1783 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CRAIG submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 113, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 4ll. PESTICIDE TOLERANCE FEES. 

None of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act shall be used 
to promulgate a final regulation to imple-
ment changes in the payment of pesticide 
tolerance processing fees as proposed at 64 
Fed. Reg. 30939, or any similar proposals. 

SESSIONS AMENDMENT NO. 1784 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SESSIONS submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

On page 77, line 21, after ‘‘$642,483,000,’’, in-
sert the following: ‘‘of which not less than 
$175,000 shall be available for a study con-
ducted by the Geological Survey of Alabama 
of the fracturing of coalbed methane res-
ervoirs in Alabama,’’. 

FITZGERALD (AND DURBIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1785 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. FITZGERALD (for 
himself and Mr. DURBIN)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, H.R. 2684, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this 
Act for the Medical Care appropriation of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs may be obli-
gated for the realignment of the health care 
delivery system in VISN 12 until 60 days 
after the Secretary of Veterans Affairs cer-
tifies that the Department has (a) consulted 
with veterans organizations, medical school 
affilittes, employee representatives, State 
veterans and health associations, and other 
interested parties with respect to the re-
alignment plan to be implemented, and (b) 
made available to the Congress and the pub-
lic information from the consultations re-
garding possible impacts on the accessibility 
of veterans health care services to affected 
veterans. 

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 1786 

Mr. BOND proposed an amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 2684, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . GAO STUDY ON FEDERAL HOME LOAN 

BANK CAPITAL. 

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study of— 

(1) possible revisions to the capital struc-
ture of the Federal Home Loan Bank Sys-
tem, including the need for— 

(A) more permanent capital; 
(B) a statutory leverage ratio; and 
(C) a risk-based capital structure; and 
(2) what impact such revisions might have 

on the operations of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank System, including the obligation of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank System under sec-
tion 21B(f)(2)(C) of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to the Congress on the 
results of the study conducted under sub-
section (a).’’ 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be 
granted permission to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Wednesday, 
September 22, for purposes of con-
ducting a Full Committee business 
meeting which is scheduled to begin at 
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this business 
meeting is to consider pending cal-
endar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Government 
Affairs Committee be permitted to 
meet on Wednesday, September 22, 1999 
at 10:00 a.m. for a hearing regarding 
the Department of Justice’s Investiga-
tion of Charlie Trie. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, September 22, 1999 
at 10:00 a.m. to conduct a hearing on S. 
1587, a bill to amend the American In-
dian Trust Fund Management Reform 
Act of 1994 to establish within the De-
partment of the Interior an Office of 
Special Trustee for Data Cleanup and 
Internal Control and; S. 1589, to amend 
the American Indian Trust Fund Man-
agement Reform Act of 1994. 

The hearing will be held in room 485, 
Russell Senate Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 
Rules and Administration be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, September 22, 
1999 at 9:00 a.m. to mark up S. Res. 172, 
a resolution to establish a special com-

mittee of the Senate to address the cul-
tural crisis facing America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, September 22, 1999 at 
2:00 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on in-
telligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS AND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Readiness and Management support 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet at 10:00 a.m. on 
Wednesday, September 22, 1999, in open 
session, to receive testimony on the 
National Security requirements for 
continued training operations at the 
Vieques Training Range. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNITION OF COUNCIL 
BLUFFS, IOWA EAGLE SCOUT 
AWARDS 

∑ Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rec-
ognize and congratulate the following 
young men who recently achieved the 
rare and honored distinction of being 
presented the Eagle Scout Award. The 
wide range of knowledge that they 
have gained in earning this award re-
flects dedication and accomplishment 
in many different fields of human en-
deavor that will benefit the Council 
Bluffs, Iowa community in which they 
live. 

These new Eagle Scouts include 
Joshua Reinders, son of Greg and Jack-
ie Reinders; Paul McGrath, son of Ray 
and Marsha McGrath; Steven DeLong, 
son of Don and Melissa Delong; Greg-
ory Versch, son of Mark and Rebecca 
Versch; and Roland Whitt, son of Till-
man and Susan Whitt. 

All of these young men and their 
families are to be commended for their 
community involvement and service.∑ 

f 

THE LIFE OF FREDERICK P. ROSE 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to celebrate the life of Frederick P. 
Rose who died last week at the fine age 
of seventy-five, after a life that en-
hanced the lives of so many others. He 
was, of course, a member of the cele-
brated Rose family which rose, if you 
like (and he would have done!) with 
New York City itself, ever upwards and 
onwards. His craft was building—he 
was a graduate engineer—his art was 
friendship, but his genius lay in the 
way he would use his own wealth and 
epic energies to engage the support of 
legions of friends in the widest range of 
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civic enterprise. The range was excep-
tional, from the New York Public Li-
brary, to the American Museum of Nat-
ural History, to Yale University. As his 
richly-detailed obituary in The New 
York Times records, most often his 
gifts were anonymous, although even-
tually most were known, for how could 
we not notice how things changed 
around him. 

He was for all this rather a private 
person, devoted to family, his wife San-
dra, their children and grandchildren, 
his brothers Daniel and Elihu. These 
and also the musicians and chess play-
ers and plain fun-loving folk with 
whom he cavorted through three-quar-
ter’s century of the life of New York 
with a grace rarely imagined and yet 
more rarely attained. 

We whom he leaves behind take con-
solation in Yeats’ lines: 
Think where man’s glory most begins and 

ends, 
And say my glory was I had such friends. 

I ask unanimous consent to have his 
full obituary printed in the RECORD. 

The obituary follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 16, 1999] 

FREDERICK P. ROSE, 2D-GENERATION BUILDER 
AND A MAJOR PHILANTHROPIST, IS DEAD AT 75 

(By Charles V. Bagli) 
Frederick P. Rose, a highly successful 

builder who poured his energy into two dozen 
major apartment projects and an equal num-
ber of institutions that adorn the New York 
skyline, from Lincoln Center to Rockefeller 
University and the Children’s Aid Society, 
died Tuesday night. He was 75. 

He died at his home in Rye, N.Y., after a 
brief illness, his family said. 

A second-generation member of a New 
York real estate dynasty, Mr. Rose could be 
found until earlier this year supervising con-
struction of a 50-story apartment house, the 
Belvedere, at 29th Street between Fifth and 
Madison Avenues. 

It was the latest project for Rose Associ-
ates, which owns or manages 12,000 apart-
ments in New York and four million square 
feet of commercial space. 

At the same time, and with equal enthu-
siasm, he was overseeing construction of the 
$150 million Frederick Phineas and Sandra 
Priest Rose Center for Earth and Space at 
the American Museum of Natural History, 
the giant sphere that houses the new Hayden 
Planetarium. Mr. Rose not only wrote a $20 
million check for the planetarium but also 
was the project leader for the trustees. 

‘‘He was a builder in every sense of the 
word, not just of buildings, but of institu-
tions,’’ said Ellen Futter, president of the 
American Museum of Natural History. 

Over the years, Mr. Rose also donated $5 
million to the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
$15 million to the New York Public Library 
and $18 million to Lincoln Center; in all, he 
gave away more than $95 million. 

A forceful man with a reputation for keep-
ing his word, Mr. Rose could breeze into a 
meeting, as he did earlier this year with his 
longtime friend and partner, Charles 
Benenson, and within minutes size up the 
situation and agree to a $24 million real es-
tate deal for land on 44th Street, near Third 
Avenue, for a 51-story apartment house. 

Mr. Rose was still building tall buildings 
while his nephew, Joseph B. Rose, current 
chairman of the New York City Planning 
Commission, labored to change the zoning 
laws to bar oversized towers in Manhattan. 

Although the Rose family’s buildings were 
known more for efficiency than architec-

tural detail, Mr. Rose was most proud of 
building two towers that won awards for de-
sign: the Bankers Trust Building at 280 Park 
Avenue, near 48th Street, and a 40-story 
apartment house at 45 East 89th Street. 

His interests ranged widely. 
Mr. Rose always carried a stack of foreign 

currency and American dollar bills, which he 
would fold into intricate origami figures of 
birds, cows and walruses and present to his 
delighted friends. 

At the end of a stuffy board meeting at 
Lincoln Center, Mr. Rose would often stroll 
over to a piano and play a few songs for the 
amusement of the other directors. He played 
golf up to four times a week and, last year 
hired a national chess champion to sharpen 
his skills. 

Mr. Benenson, who had been a partner in 
many of Mr. Rose’s real estate deals since 
the early 1960’s, said he called his friend two 
months ago, suggesting that they raise 
$100,000 from each of 10 people for the refu-
gees in Kosovo. 

The next day, Mr. Benenson recalled, the 
developer called back and said, ‘‘O.K., we’ll 
do it through the American Jewish Com-
mittee, because we want to show the world 
that Jewish people are helping Muslims.’’ 

‘‘Two or three days later,’’ Mr. Benenson 
concluded, ‘‘we had $1.4 million.’’ 

An engineer by training, Mr. Rose wrote in 
a 1994 journal commemorating the 50th anni-
versary of his graduation from Yale Univer-
sity that the central focus of his life had 
been his family. He wrote that he had been 
on the boards of 35 organizations, from Con 
Edison to Yale University. He took pride in 
being a builder. 

Finally, he wrote: ‘‘I don’t read trash, 
watch TV or have an interest in spectator 
sports. This leaves time for active participa-
tion in things I enjoy: music, chess, tennis, 
golf, travel, skiing and friendship.’’ 

Mr. Rose’s insistence on providing advice 
and hiring consultants for projects to which 
he had contributed sometimes rankled other 
developers, but institutions and their direc-
tors embraced him. 

Until recently, Mr. Rose was chairman of 
the real estate company started by his fa-
ther, Samuel B. Rose, and his uncle, David 
Rose, in the Bronx around the time he was 
born, in 1923. The two brothers built small 
apartment houses in the Bronx before mov-
ing into Manhattan a decade later. Samuel 
had three sons, Daniel, Elihu and Frederick, 
all of whom joined the company after World 
War II. Frederick’s son, Adam, is now presi-
dent of Rose Associates. 

Mr. Rose married his teen-age sweetheart, 
Sandra Priest of Rye, in the early 1940’s. She 
survives him, along with a daughter, Debo-
rah Rose; two sons, Jonathan F. P. Rose and 
Adam R. Rose, both of New York; two broth-
ers, Daniel and Elihu, and three grand-
children, Ariel, Rachael and Sarah. 

Mr. Rose served in the construction battal-
ions of the Navy Seabees during World War 
II, rising to the rank of lieutenant before he 
returned to New York and Rose Associates. 
He took charge of design and construction, 
while Daniel did the planning and finances 
and Elihu took over management of the fam-
ily’s apartment houses. 

Mr. Rose built more than 2,000 units of 
middle-income housing under the state’s 
Mitchell-Lama program, as well as the fam-
ily’s first office tower, at 280 Park Avenue. 

But unlike some developers who showed up 
in the gossip columns during the 1980’s and 
1990’s, Mr. Rose and his family avoided pub-
licity. He usually contributed money to 
charities anonymously, and word of the do-
nations rarely leaked out until years later. 

‘‘He built good-quality housing and he was 
devoted to community service,’’ said Robert 
I. Shapiro, a real estate broker who knew 
Mr. Rose. 

A longtime opponent of rent control, Mr. 
Rose converted more than 3,000 apartments 
in Manhattan during the early 1990’s to con-
dominiums and co-ops. Many people in the 
industry thought it was a risky move, given 
the recession. 

But unlike many landlords at the time who 
were struggling with enormous loans, the 
Rose family had buildings that were largely 
free of debt, and the conversion went off 
without a hitch. 

‘‘He secretly believed he was the finest 
construction superintendent in the city,’’ 
said his brother Daniel, who is now chairman 
of Rose Associates. ‘‘He liked to kick the 
bricks.’’ 

Mr. Rose applied the same energy enthu-
siasm and discipline to his philanthropic 
work as his professional work, his brother 
said. When Mr. Rose, along with his wife, 
gave $15 million to Lincoln Center, he also 
helped engineer the construction of the Rose 
Building, a 31-story tower that houses re-
hearsal space and dormitories for the 
Juilliard School of Music and offices for the 
School of American Ballet and the New York 
Philharmonic. 

‘‘He had a mercurial mind and it was fun 
trying to keep up with him,’’ said Beverly 
Sills, the chairwoman of Lincoln Center. ‘‘He 
was a man of the world in every sense of the 
word. I’m really going to miss him.’’∑ 

f 

ORDER FOR RECESS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, September 23. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the Senate 
will reconvene tomorrow at 9:30 a.m. 
On Thursday morning, it is expected 
the Senate will resume consideration 
of the Interior appropriations bill to 
complete the last remaining issue on 
that legislation prior to final passage. 
In order to resume the oil royalties 
issue, it may be necessary to have sev-
eral procedural votes in the morning. 
All Senators should be prepared for 
early morning votes on Thursday in 
order to complete the Interior appro-
priations bill. Again, those votes are 
expected to begin shortly after 9:30 
a.m. 

In addition, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the VA-HUD appro-
priations bill, with the hope of fin-
ishing that legislation as well. Votes 
will, therefore, occur early tomorrow 
morning and throughout the day. 

f 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BOND. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I now 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand in recess under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:04 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 
September 23, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. 
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NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 22, 1999: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
GREGORY A. BAER, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, VICE RICHARD SCOTT 
CARNELL, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
MARY CARLIN YATES, OF WASHINGTON, A CAREER 

MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 

COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF BURUNDI. 

THE JUDICIARY 

JOEL A. PISANO, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW 
JERSEY VICE MARYANNE TRUMP BARRY, ELEVATED. 

JAMES M. LYONS, OF COLORADO, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT, VICE 
JOHN P. MOORE, RETIRED. 

ALLEN R. SNYDER, OF MARYLAND, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA CIRCUIT, VICE PATRICIA M. WALD, RETIRED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS SURGEON GENERAL OF THE AIR FORCE AND APPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601 AND 8036: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. PAUL K. CARLTON, JR., 0000. 
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∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY
CRIME PREVENTION ACT

HON. DARLENE HOOLEY
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing the Juvenile Account-
ability and Crime Prevention Act of 1999. This
act will provide communities with the ability to
take a comprehensive approach to holding
first and second time non-violent offenders ac-
countable for their actions. Additionally, the bill
allows communities—in a coordinated effort—
to treat offenders on an individual basis, maxi-
mizing the chances that a juvenile will not re-
offend.

The bill provides funding for Juvenile Ac-
countability Coordinators who will:

Conduct an in-depth assessment of juvenile
immediately upon arrest;

Contact the offender’s parents or legal
guardian, provide parents and guardians infor-
mation on proceedings, needed services, and
programs to help turn around the offender;
and

Work with the juvenile, their parents, school
officials, and law enforcement officials to de-
velop an accountability plan for the juvenile.
Failure of the juvenile to adhere to the plan
would result in a referral back to juvenile
court. Sanctions in the plan could include res-
titution to the victim, victim/offender mediation,
community service, drug treatment and coun-
seling, and a commitment to remain drug free.

In many localities, the courts are unable to
provide swift accountability and individual at-
tention to offenders. Sanctions specifically tar-
geted to the individual juvenile which reflect
the crime committed will decrease the likeli-
hood of that juvenile re-offending. Additionally,
bringing certain offenders out of the court sys-
tem expedites the process and allows the
courts to deal with more serious offenders.

This bill will help ensure that first and sec-
ond time juvenile offenders don’t fall through
the cracks. Unlike other juvenile diversion pro-
grams, Juvenile Accountability Coordinators
are with the juvenile every step of the way—
from the time of arrest to the disposition of the
case. They remain the focal point between
parents, DAs, judges, schools, and the of-
fender.

Should a second offense occur, coordina-
tors provide consistency and detailed working
knowledge of the offender and his or her cir-
cumstances.

This program has proven to be extremely
successful on a smaller scale in Oregon. I
would like to give other communities the op-
portunity to provide swift accountability and
intervention to troubled young people.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. CHARLES F. BASS
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, due to mechanical
difficulties with my flight from my district I
missed rollcall vote 428. Had I been present I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’
f

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN FINANCE
REFORM ACT OF 1999

SPEECH OF

HON. PATSY T. MINK
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, September 14, 1999

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 417) to amend the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to re-
form the financing of campaigns for elec-
tions for Federal office, and for other pur-
poses:

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment being offered by
Congressmen BEREUTER and WICKER.

This amendment would bar legal permanent
residents of the United States from being able
to contribute to campaigns for Federal offices.

Legal permanent residents of this country
are here in the United States working, paying
taxes, fighting in the military, and they have
even sacrificed their lives for this country.
Twenty percent of Congressional Medal of
Honor winners from our Nation’s past wars
were either legal permanent residents or natu-
ralized citizens. In 1997, about 7,500 new re-
cruits of the U.S. Armed Forces were legal
permanent residents and currently, at least
20,000 members of the U.S. Armed Forces
are legal permanent residents.

Legal permanent residents are often here in
the United States to be with their close family
members, to take jobs that no qualified U.S.
citizens filled after the job was advertised, or
to escape persecution. Unlike U.S. citizens,
legal permanent residents must reside in the
United States or risk having their residency
status revoked. Legal permanent residents
often send their children, many of whom are
U.S. citizens by virtue of their birth in this
country, to our Nation’s public schools. They
often participate in community and civic activi-
ties. As the ‘‘citizens in training’’ of our coun-
try, they have a stake in the future of our
country and this amendment seeks to unfairly
and unconstitutionally shuts them out of the
political process.

This amendment restricts the right of legal
permanent residents to express their political
views, a right which is guaranteed to them,
and to us all, in the first amendment of our
Constitution. Passage of this amendment will
send a message to thousands of legal perma-

nent residents that we as a nation want them
to contribute to our economy, join our military,
fight and die for our country but we do not
want them to exercise their basic first amend-
ment right.

The U.S. Supreme Court, in the landmark
case Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976),
ruled that campaign contributions are speech
protected by the first amendment to the U.S.
Constitution. Nowhere in our Constitution does
it state that the freedoms and protections pro-
vided in the Constitution apply to U.S. citizens
only. The U.S. Supreme Court in Yick Wo v.
Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356 (1886) affirmed this
sentiment by stating that, ‘‘. . . the Constitution
is not confined to the protections of citizens.’’
Also, in the case of Bridges v. Wixon, the Su-
preme Court held that the ‘‘freedom of speech
and press is accorded aliens residing in this
country.’’ A letter sent to every Member of
Congress, signed by 100 Constitutional law
professors who teach all across the United
States, affirms that the Bereute-Wicker
amendment is unconstitutional. It would be un-
conscionable and beyond the scope of power
of this Congress to pass this amendment and
rob a whole class of people of a constitutional
right.

I have tried to understand what my col-
leagues, Misters BEREUTER and WICKER, hope
to ahieve by introducing this amendment. Do
they really believe that their amendment would
keep foreign money out of Federal elections?
I have read their amendment and I have ana-
lyzed what it would do the Federal election
law. This amendment in no way makes it more
difficult for foreign money to enter into the
Federal electoral process.

Money from foreign sources is already ille-
gal and this amendment does not change that
fact. It has been expressed that we should
pass this amendment to place a greater dis-
tance between foreign money and our Federal
elections, that people who have not expressed
a permanent allegiance to the United States
should not have the opportunity to influence
our Federal elections and that if permanent
legal residents want a chance to express their
voice in Federal elections they should just be-
come U.S. citizens. These reasons are de-
signed solely to be scare tactics and none of
them hold any water.

If a foreign person wanted to illegally con-
tribute money to a Federal election it is not
necessary to find a legal permanent resident
to be the conduit, any person, including any
citizen could be used. There is no basis to as-
sume that legal permanent residents are more
likely to launder money from foreign sources
than U.S. citizens. Therefore, how can the
proponents of this amendment believe that it
puts any greater distance between foreign
money and federal elections? Permanent legal
residents, by virtue of their legitimizing their
residency status, have expressed a permanent
allegiance to the United States. They also ex-
press a permanent allegiance to the United
States by volunteering to join our military and
by sacrificing their lives in the defense of this
country. To state that legal permanent resi-
dents should only be allowed to exercise their
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constitutional right of free speech when they
become U.S. citizens displays a dangerous
misunderstanding of constitutional law and
overlooks the fact that many legal permanent
residents are currently waiting for INS proc-
essing to become naturalized U.S. citizens.

This amendment will also have a discrimina-
tory and embarrassing effect on the rights of
U.S. citizens who are ethnic minorities. The
amendment penalizes candidates who accept
contributions from legal permanent residents.
Therefore, in order to avoid violating the law,
candidates will consider suspect any contribu-
tion contributed by a person with an ethnic or
foreign sounding name. The contributor will
likely be asked to verify his or her citizenship
status. The prospect of having to endure hu-
miliation such as this will make minorities
more reluctant to participate in the political
process. Considering that Asian-Americans
and Hispanic-Americans already have low-
voter turnout and political participation statis-
tics, the effect this amendment will have is dis-
tressing. The effects will be particularly disas-
trous in those districts, like mine, that contain
large minority populations. This amendment
forces candidates to discriminate against peo-
ple solely because of the way they look, be-
cause of a last name that is ethnic or foreign
sounding, or because of their place of national
origin. Any class of citizens having to prove
their citizenship in order to exercise their basic
first amendment right is an insult to all U.S.
citizens.

This amendment which unconstitutionally
denies legal permanent residents the protec-
tion of the first amendment right of free
speech and which will cause a discriminatory
and insulting effect on the rights of U.S. citi-
zens who are ethnic minorities must be re-
jected. I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Bereuter-Wicker amendment.
f

IN MEMORY OF PROFESSOR
WILLIAM A. NIERING

HON. SAM GEJDENSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex-
press the sorrow felt by many across eastern
Connecticut following the passing of Professor
William A. Niering. Professor Niering was an
extraordinary teacher, a pioneer in the modern
environmental movement and a great Amer-
ican.

Professor Niering was a botanist by training
and longtime professor at Connecticut College
in New London, Connecticut. He was the first
president of The Nature Conservancy. Found-
ing in 1951, the Conservancy operates the
largest system of private nature preserves in
the world, including 1,500 in this country
alone. As President of this organization, now
one of the largest conservation groups in
America, Professor Niering was an early lead-
er of the modern environmental movement.

Perhaps more than his work on behalf of
conserving natural resources across the coun-
try, Professor Niering will be remembered in
southeastern Connecticut as a beloved teach-
er who was dedicated to his students. He had
an easy-going style and the ability to make ex-
tremely complex scientific principles under-
standable and exciting.

I have submitted an editorial which ap-
peared in The New London Day which vividly
describes Professor Niering and his many
contributions to his students, his community
and his country. His legacy will endure
through his efforts to safeguard the natural
bounty that makes our nation unique in the
world and through the countless students he
taught.

[From the New London Day, Sept. 1, 1999]

PROFESSOR WILLIAM A. NIERING

Professor William A. Niering died Monday
as he had lived his life: exciting Connecticut
College students about the joy of learning
and discovery, and exhorting them to reach
to the fullest of their potentials and the best
of their instincts.

Dr. Niering, a botanist, led an accom-
plished life, and was recognized internation-
ally for his research and environmental ac-
tivism. But in spite of that celebrity, noth-
ing pleased him more than working with
young people in science and conservation. He
died just after giving a lecture to students
on the subjects of good citizenship and envi-
ronmental stewardship. That was his com-
mitment, educator and good citizen to the
end.

Connecticut College has a consistent his-
tory of producing scholarly academicians
who are also outstanding teachers. Dr.
Niering was among the best of these
throughout the college’s long history. It
would therefore be most appropriate for the
college to create a special scholarship in his
name, for it was his service to young people
that he cherished above all else. Countless
people would want to help create that memo-
rial.

Dr. Niering, who with his longtime Con-
necticut College colleague Richard Goodwin
was active in natural conservation and envi-
ronmental causes, was the first president of
The Nature Conservancy. The organization is
now one of the major environmental institu-
tions in this country.

Dr. Niering wrote a field guide on plants
and flowers for the Audubon Society and or-
ganized one of the first college environ-
mental studies programs. He served not only
as an adviser to high-powered national
groups, but more important, he served the
southeastern Connecticut community in
myriad ways that protected and enhanced
the environment. He always had time to help
local groups with environmental issues.

Quiet, modest and sincere to a fault, Dr.
Niering nonetheless could demonstrate out-
rage when he saw people doing intentional
damage to the environment. He never talked
down to people whose scientific knowledge
and education were much less than his own.
Naturally easygoing, he had a relaxed style
when he spoke. He always managed to ex-
plain complicated topics in terms the aver-
age person could understand.

Legions of college students flocked to his
courses, both for the excellence of his teach-
ing and the engaging way in which he wel-
comed students and helped them flourish.

Dr. Claire L. Gaudiani, Connecticut Col-
lege president, explained his values well
when she said of Dr. Niering, ‘‘His generosity
of spirit, his enthusiasm and his modesty
were legendary.’’

The people of southeastern Connecticut
join Dr. Niering’s colleagues at the college in
remembering this good and generous man
whose life represented the best of what this
country has to offer.

RECOGNIZING THE ‘‘SUITING UP
FOR SUCCESS’’ PROJECT FOR
STUDENTS

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Suiting Up for Success
project, which is a professional attire drive that
benefits successful Fresno City College wel-
fare-to-work students.

In 1998, management consultant and
human resource specialist, Sue McCombs of
McCombs & Associates created ‘‘Suiting Up
for Success’’, in response to the Central San
Joaquin Valley communities double digit un-
employment rates. ‘‘Suiting Up for Success’’ is
a professional attire drive that benefits suc-
cessful Fresno College welfare-to-work stu-
dents that has approximately 1,000 students
enrolled. Last year, 3,000 suits were collected.
The 1999 goal is to collect 5,000 suits. All
Fresno area business professionals are chal-
lenged to donate unwanted men’s and wom-
en’s suits, blouses, skirts, men’s shirts, slacks
and ties. Business attire collected is made
available through a ‘‘professional closet’’ oper-
ated and maintained by Welfare-to-Work stu-
dents. The only beneficiaries of the ‘‘Suiting
Up for Success’’ campaign are successful
Fresno City College Welfare Reform students
(graduates).

The project goals are to increase awareness
of the welfare reform initiative and its impact
on business owners. To provide our employ-
ees the opportunity to support and participate
in the local welfare reform initiative. And to
support and encourage current Fresno City
College welfare program participants.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to recognize
the ‘‘Suiting Up for Success’’ project, as they
reach out to students who are less fortunate to
have professional attire. I urge my colleagues
to join me in wishing ’’Suiting Up for Success’’
many more years of continued success.
f

IN RECOGNITION OF MS. ESTHER
DON TANG AND MS. PATTI TANG
CROWLEY

HON. ED PASTOR
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Ms. Esther Don Tang and Ms. Patti
Tang Crowley, this year’s recipients of The Ar-
thritis Foundation’s Humanitarian Award.

In Tucson, Arizona, the names of this out-
standing mother and daughter team are syn-
onymous with community service, caring and
activism. Between them, they have dedicated
almost 100 years to meeting the needs to
Tucson’s children, minorities, elderly, chron-
ically ill, and economically disadvantaged. Ad-
ditionally, both women have worked diligently
to improve educational opportunities and cul-
tural enrichment in Southern Arizona.

To list their many memberships, awards,
and recognitions of accomplishment would
take several pages. Such a listing, although
most impressive, would not truly convey the
magnitude of their tenacity, positive attitude
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and goodwill toward others. Their wit, charm,
and warmth are legendary and have been
their greatest weapons in their fight to make
life better for others. These ladies have
earned the respect and admiration of all work
for social justice and aiding those in need.

These women have shown what can be ac-
complished when compassion, empathy and
kindness transcend the family unit and are
shared with the community. I am proud that
this mother-daughter team has been such an
ambassador of caring for the Tucson, Pima
County and Southern Arizona community.

I applaud The Arthritis Foundation for recog-
nizing the outstanding efforts of these amazing
women and for designating Ms. Esther Don
Tang and Ms. Patti Tang Crowley as its 1999
Humanitarian Award recipients. In closing, I
commend these ladies for all of their admi-
rable accomplishments and especially their so-
cietal contributions.

f

HONORING THE COMMUNITY
SERVICE OF JANE WHITAKER

HON. JAMES E. ROGAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, the foundation of
every community is built by those who give of
themselves to others. Today, I would like to
pay tribute to one such worker who has
served the community of Glendale, California
for more than thirty years—Jane Whitaker.

Jane moved to Glendale in 1969 with her
young family and immediately became an ac-
tive member of the community. For three dec-
ades, she has set the standard in our commu-
nity for service and sacrifice.

Jane has been an active member of the
California Parent Teacher Association for
many years. She was elected to the Glendale
Unified School District Board of Education in
1981 and served until 1997. Three years of
her tenure she lead the board as its president.

During her tenure on the Glendale School
Board, Jane was instrumental in developing
many innovative programs, including Glendale
Healthy Kids, a collaborative effort between
the school district, local hospitals and health
care professionals to provide students with
medical and dental care without cost.

In addition, Jane gave her time and her love
to numerous community organizations includ-
ing the YMCA, the Greater Glendale Child
Care Council, the Presidents Advisory Council
of Glendale and the Glendale Neighborhood
Task Force.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to call Glendale,
California home. What makes Glendale so
welcoming as a hometown is the caliber of its
residents. Jane Whitaker proudly displays this
tradition—with her deeds—and I ask my col-
leagues here today to join me in saluting her
lifetime of service, dedication and commitment
to our community.

TRIBUTE TO LABOR LEADER
HENRY NICHOLAS

HON. ROBERT A. BRADY
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to honor labor leader Henry Nicholas.
Henry Nicholas has emerged as a national
spokesman in the struggle to preserve quality
patient care and is regarded as one of the
most influential African-American leaders in
Pennsylvania.

Born in rural Fayette, MS, in 1936, Henry
Nicholas is a man representative of vision, ad-
vocacy, and triumph. After leaving the Deep
South while still a young man, Nicholas moved
to New York City where he began working as
a hospital orderly in 1957. Two years later
Nicholas was organizing his coworkers into
what was then Local 1199 of the Drug and
Hospitals Employees Union. That same year,
he played a key role in the strike of hospital
union workers that resulted in union contracts
for thousands of New York City hospital em-
ployees.

While he started as a union volunteer, in
1961 Nicholas was named a union organizer
and quickly moved up the union ranks. Assist-
ant director of the 1199 National Organizing
Committee, Nicholas led successful hospital
workers, organizing campaigns in Pittsburgh,
Ohio, and Detroit. He also directed a 113-day
hospital strike in Charleston, SC, which was
regarded as a national landmark in the strug-
gle for civil rights for African-Americans. As a
direct result of that success, the National
Union of Hospital and Health Care Employees
was established and Nicholas was elected its
first secretary-treasurer.

Two years after he arrived in Philadelphia
with the task of organizing health care work-
ers, he won contracts for over 5,000 employ-
ees working in the city’s major health care in-
stitutions. In 1974, due to the success of the
Nicholas’ organizing efforts, District 1199C,
the Philadelphia local of the national union,
was officially chartered and Nicholas was
elected president. Today 1199C represents
more than 15,000 hospital and health care
workers in 110 health care institutions in the
greater Philadelphia area, and five counties in
southern New Jersey. As a result of the phe-
nomenal growth of District 1199C, the union
created a training and upgrading program for
health care employees that has become a na-
tional model.
f

IN HONOR OF THE OUR LADY OF
MOUNT CARMEL CHURCH PARISH
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL’S 50TH
ANNIVERSARY

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Our Lady of Mount Carmel Church as it
celebrates its 50th anniversary of the opening
and building of the parish elementary school
on September 22, 1999.

On September 6, 1949, Our Lady of Mount
Carmel Church opened its doors to the Cleve-

land community under the leadership of its
first pastor, Father Vincent Caruso, O.de M.
Father Vincent Caruso, who on this day cele-
brates his 94th birthday, was born on Sep-
tember 22, 1905 in Italy. He was ordained as
a Priest on September 24, 1927 in Orvieto,
Italy. He then made the long journey across
the Atlantic to the United States in 1927 and
was assigned to Saint Rocco where he soon
began to take on more responsibility at Our
Lady of Mount Carmel. Father Vincent Caruso,
realized the need for a Catholic School to
teach children of the parish neighborhood
about the Gospel and give them a solid edu-
cation so that they may grow up to live and
know their human dignity. Father Vincent Ca-
ruso continued his service to the community
which culminated in the opening of the Our
Lady of Mount Carmel School for elementary
students on September 6, 1949.

Trinitarians Sister Mary Valentine Delfino
was the first principal of the school and has
continued teaching and serving children ever
since. She has taught all grades from 1 to 7.
Sister Valentine Delfino was also a principal
and teacher at St. Marian’s in Cleveland, at
Mother of Divine Grace in Philadelphia, PA
and at Saint Rocco’s in Cleveland. She is
presently the regional delegate for the Sisters
of the Most Holy Trinity in the USA, residing
at the Shrine of Our Lady of Lourdes in Euclid,
OH.

My fellow colleagues, join me in honoring
Father Vincent Caruso and Sister Mary Valen-
tine Delfino for their leadership and dedication
to the children and the families of the Cleve-
land area. Their piety, sincerity and devoted
service to God and to the local parish enabled
the expansion and development of Our Lady
of Mount Carmel Parish Grade School which
now celebrates its 50th Anniversary.
f

UKRAINE ON THE EVE OF
ELECTIONS

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
Ukraine’s presidential elections will be held in
a little over a month, on October 31. These
elections will be an important indicator in
charting Ukraine’s course over the next 4
years. The stakes are high. Will Ukraine con-
tinue to move—even if at a slow and incon-
sistent pace—in the direction of the suprem-
acy of law over politics, a market economy,
and integration with the Euro-Atlantic commu-
nity? Or will Ukraine regress in the direction of
the closed economic and political system that
existed during Soviet times? Clearly, the out-
come of the elections will have significant im-
plications for United States policy toward
Ukraine.

Despite the many internal and external posi-
tive changes that have occurred in Ukraine
since its independence in 1991, including
progress in creating a democratic, tolerant so-
ciety and the significant role played in the sta-
bility and security of Europe, Ukraine still has
a long way to go in building a sustainable de-
mocracy underpinned by the rule of law. Spe-
cifically, Ukraine needs to improve its judiciary
and criminal justice system, reduce bureau-
cratic arbitrariness and rid itself of the stifling
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menace of corruption. Indeed, corruption is ex-
acting a huge toll on Ukrainian institutions,
eroding confidence in government and support
for economic reforms, and discouraging do-
mestic and foreign investment.

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned about reports
of violations in the conduct of the election
campaign, including in the signature-gathering
process and inappropriate meddling by offi-
cials, especially on the local level. I am also
troubled by governmental actions against the
free media, including the recent seizure of
bank accounts of STB independent television
and the suspension of four independent tele-
vision stations in Crimea. The harassment of
the print and electronic media is inconsistent
with OSCE commitments. It undermines
Ukraine’s overall positive reputation with re-
spect to human rights and democracy, includ-
ing its generally positive record in previous
elections.

The Helsinki Commission, which I chair,
was in the forefront of supporting respect for
human rights and self-determination in Ukraine
during the dark days of Soviet rule. We have
viewed—and still view—Ukraine’s independ-
ence as a milestone in Europe’s history. How-
ever, in order to consolidate its independence
and reinforce internal cohesion, Ukraine needs
to speed its transition to democracy and mar-
ket economy. It needs to work toward greater
compliance with OSCE standards and norms.
The OSCE Office for Project Coordination in
Ukraine can be a useful tool to assist Ukraine
in this regard and I hope that the Ukrainian
government will take advantage of and benefit
from the OSCE presence.

Despite frustrations with certain aspects of
Ukraine’s reality, it is important for both the
Congress and the Executive Branch to con-
tinue to support an independent, democratic
Ukraine, both in terms of policies designed to
strengthen United States-Ukraine relations, as
well as with assistance designed to genuinely
strengthen democratic and free-market devel-
opment. The key is to be patient, but per-
sistent, in encouraging progress.
f

THANK YOU, HARRY MOSGROVE

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pause a moment to recognize a man who has
contributed a great deal to the community of
Colorado. The man is Harry Mosgrove. Harry
has been president and CEO of Copper
Mountain Ski Resort since 1987. In the 12
years since he took this office Copper Moun-
tain has enjoyed great success. The 1995–96
ski season was their best ever. They have
also begun many programs, such as ‘‘West
Fest’’, and building projects that have already
enhanced the services Copper Mountain offers
its guests. Perhaps his most significant con-
tribution was to help Copper Mountain
smoothly join with Intrawest, its new parent
company. Now, after 18 successful years with
Copper Mountain, Mr. Mosgrove has an-
nounced his retirement. He is getting ready to
be a grandfather and is going to take the time
for a well-deserved rest.

The important thing about Mr. Mosgrove,
however, is that he didn’t start at the top. In

1981 he came on to the team as manager of
real estate. From there he moved to the posi-
tions of executive vice president and chief op-
erating officer. He has also served as chair-
man of Colorado Ski Country USA. He will
continue to be an active member of the execu-
tive committee and the board of directors as
well.

Harry Mosgrove has been called a ‘‘guiding
light’’ and has also been said to be ‘‘a man of
great integrity and vision.’’ Business and our
communities as a whole could use more peo-
ple with Harry Mosgrove’s attributes. For all of
these reasons, I am offering my congratula-
tions to Harry Mosgrove on his retirement but,
more than that, I am thanking him for all he
has done throughout his years of service. I
know that he will be missed at Copper Moun-
tain and I wish him well.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. CHARLES F. BASS
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker due to mechanical
difficulties with my flight from my district I
missed rollcall vote 427. Had I been present I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’
f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 2898

HON. PATSY T. MINK
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce legislation, H.R. 2898,
which lowers the minimum age for individuals
without children to be eligible for the earned
income tax credit to 21 years-of-age.

The earned income tax credit was estab-
lished in 1975 to provide cash aid to working
parents with low incomes who care for de-
pendent children. In 1994, this credit was ex-
tended to include low-income workers with no
children.

Many workers today struggle to make a liv-
ing wage. This credit provides these workers
with a financial boost to help them in their
struggles. It either reduces their tax liability,
thus putting more money in their take-home
pay, or it provides an actual cash benefit. This
extra money is a great help for these tax-
payers, and I fully support this credit.

However, it is extremely unfair to deprive
someone in this financial situation the benefits
of the earned income tax credit merely be-
cause he or she has not reached the age of
25.

But this is exactly what the current law
does. A taxpayer who otherwise meets the in-
come requirements of tax credit is not eligible
if he or she is under the age of 25.

Congress justified this age requirement to
prevent students, who are otherwise sup-
ported by their parents, from becoming eligible
for the credit. However, by focusing on the
age of these students, the age requirement is
depriving thousands of young Americans who
are truly struggling financially from receiving
the credit.

In our inner cities and our rural areas, many
young men and women do not have the luxury

of going to college. After graduation, they
must find jobs in order to support themselves.
And, unfortunately, the jobs that one can get
with only a high school diploma are not paying
a living wage.

My bill corrects the problem of the earned
income tax credit by simply reducing the min-
imum age requirement to 21 years of age.

I urge my colleagues to support our young
workers by supporting H.R. 2898.
f

TRIBUTE TO JOHN W. BURKHART:
CHAMPION FOR INCREASED EDU-
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

HON. MARK E. SOUDER
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, it has been said
that education is the great equalizer. No one
can deny that an education unlocks the doors
of opportunity. Few have unlocked and held
open the doors of higher education more than
John W. Burkhart of Indianapolis, Indiana.
Burkhart, who died in Indianapolis last month,
was a true pioneer in opening up access to
higher education.

In 1960—five years before the Federal stu-
dent loan program was established as part of
the Federal Higher Education Act—John
Burkhart organized USA Funds to privately
guarantee student loans. USA Funds later be-
came USA Group, which is now the nation’s
largest student loan guarantor and adminis-
trator. Through USA Funds’ and USA Group’s
loan guarantees, students who would normally
be unable to afford high education, can now
receive a higher education on credit. The con-
cept of ‘‘college on credit,’’ pioneered by
Burkhart and other visionaries like him, has
spurred a substantial increase in the number
of Americans with access to higher education.
In 1965, only 1.5 million students entered insti-
tutions of higher education. That number in-
creased to an impressive 2.2 million students
by 1996. Certainly there are a variety of fac-
tors which contribute to such an increase, but
the efforts of John Burkhart in fostering edu-
cational opportunity cannot be discounted.

Burkhart’s vision helped pave the way for
thousands of college students to improve the
quality of their lives. Indeed, as domestic and
global economic competition grow, America
will greatly benefit from the increased rolls of
highly educated Americans. John W. Burkhart
not only unlocked the doors of opportunity to
higher education for generations of Americans,
but he also raised the expectation that future
generations might also pass over the door’s
threshold.
f

A HALF-CENTURY OF ‘‘MOMENTS
TO REMEMBER’’

HON. STEPHANIE TUBBS JONES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the big
5–0 can be very traumatic for some, but oth-
ers relish the nostalgia-filled meandering down
memory lane. So it is for Brecksville Women’s
Club (BWC), as the ladies gather to celebrate
the group’s half-century milestone.
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In the gold glow of post World War II,

Brecksville Women’s Club was born—an out-
growth of the Women’s Committee of
Brecksville Little Theater. Believing the com-
munity needed a cultural, philanthropic and
social outlet for women in the area, 10 young
women met on September 26, 1949 and
founded the club. The years since then have
proved it was a wise move.

In the golden glow of a half-century of
‘‘making members useful to society and help-
ful to each other’’, BWC will mark the Big One
September 23. Fiftieth Anniversary Chairman
Annette Gorris and committee have arranged
for the organization to take over Swingos-on-
the-Lake’s entire restaurant that afternoon.
The Four Lads will guide the BWC lassies in
a reminiscent sail through ‘‘Moments to Re-
member.’’

‘‘Although the celebration is a private party
for members only, we are expecting recogni-
tion on the state and national levels’’ said
President Joan Kules. ‘‘Governor Bob Taft has
proclaimed Sunday, September 26 as
Brecksville Women’s Club Day. George
Gintoli, CEO of Northcoast Behavioral
Healthcare System (NBHS) is to present us
with that proclamation and one from NBHS,
where our members have volunteered for 50
years,’’ she explained. At the beginning of this
year Brecksville and Broadview Heights May-
ors Jerry Hruby and Leo Bender issued proc-
lamations naming ‘‘1999 Brecksville Women’s
Club’s 50th Anniversary Year.’’

The formal presentations will be brief how-
ever and lighted-hearted merriment is ex-
pected to prevail as members recollect anec-
dotes about volunteering, fundraising, social
gatherings and special events. Some are ex-
pected to appear in skits recalling humorous
incidents chairmen have encountered in rais-
ing thousands of dollars to help hundreds of
causes. Those attending will be asked to write
a brief greeting to be put into a time capsule
which will be opened by BWC in the year
2005.

When the club was founded late in ’49, the
world was on the verge of a new decade and
now, 50 years later, the world is on the verge
of a new century. Marian Huefner, BWC’s sec-
ond President, and Mary Hoffman, BWC’s
third president, recall some turbulent but fun
times for the fledgling group which numbered
35 by the end of 1950–51. (Of course,
Brecksville was only a village then—it would
be 12 years later that it reached city status
with a population of 5,000.)

In the 50’s era when saddle shoes, poodle
skirts and malt shakes were ‘‘it’’, the group
often held social events with their husbands
as guests. Marian, laughing, recalls being in
charge of refreshments for one of these
events, arriving at the party with her husband
and not thinking about the desserts she left at
home until it was refreshment time. Mary says
she misses the camaraderie of the smaller
membership when everybody knew everybody
else. Today with a membership of 300 women
from 35 Northeast Ohio communities and Flor-
ida, it is more difficult to know everyone. Both
ladies treasure friendships they have made
throughout the years and as charter members
they will be awarded Lifetime Memberships at
the celebration. The late Betty Hoffman, first
president and founding leader, was awarded a
Lifetime Membership when the Club marked
its 30th anniversary in 1979. There are cur-
rently 19 past presidents on the active roster

and 31 ladies who have belonged for 25 years
or longer!

Since 1949, a chief money-making event
has traditionally been a luncheon fashion
show. At first these were in the form of garden
parties with the members doing all the work.
‘‘There was no such thing as rain insurance
and the weather was undependable,’’ said
Orah DeHamm, past president and a member
for more than 40 years. She remembers
scrambling into a member’s home when the
rain hit the backyard party.

These events were moved indoors, but
‘‘minor calamities’’ also happened that weren’t
weather related. ‘‘Old-timers’’ recall one such
incident when the food committee members all
plugged in their electric roasters and blew out
the lights in St. Basil’s Church Hall.

More often, the fashion fundraisers came off
without a hitch. ‘‘One year we each roasted
turkeys at home and combined the meat in a
main dish salad,’’ said Margaret Mansbery, a
past president. ‘‘This was a lovely affair we
held at Camp Cheerful’s main auditorium in
the Metro Parks.’’ The fashion show fund-
raisers have been held at various places—the
Holiday Inn, Landerhaven, Windham Hotel,
etc. BWC’s 50th major fundraiser is set for
May 1, 2000 at the Hilton Hotel across from
Summit Mall.

In the fall of 1973, a second fundraising
event—the President’s Ball—became a part of
the club’s activities. After 10 years the ball’s
popularity declined and since then a variety of
money-making affairs have been staged such
as card parties, holiday bazaars, Day at the
Races and a Celebrity Fingerpainting Auction.
Profits from the fundraiser go into the philan-
thropic fund and are distributed at the end of
each club year. BWC has given away more
than $150,000 to a variety of causes with the
largest percentage to education in the form of
scholarships and education awards.

In addition to monetary help, BWC pur-
chased a washer and dryer for patients at the
old Broadview Center, bought books for the li-
brary, obtained eyeglasses for needy students
and provided for families who needed assist-
ance during the Christmas season. When a
fire damaged Brecksville Old Town Hall, the
club gave $2,000 for kitchen repairs. It has
purchased paintings for both Brecksville and
Broadview Heights city halls.

In its first year, the club began helping the
less fortunate, staging monthly parties at
Hawthornden State Hospital (now Northcoast
Behavioral Healthcare System). Former presi-
dent Mary Ann Celebrezze has chaired this
project for the last five years and each month
she and her workers take Bingo games, prizes
and refreshments to the facility for the men-
tally ill.

Ruth McMahon, a NBHS volunteer for many
years, remembers that in the early days the
parties were held in the evenings and in the
segregated cottages—dancing and singing
with the male patients and playing games with
the female patients. ‘‘In those days it was not
unusual for a female patient to strip naked,’’
Ruth said. ‘‘We would just ignore her and a
staff member would take over.’’ Ruth also re-
calls one snowy evening the volunteer group
came in the back entrance and the gate was
closed they went to leave. There was nothing
they could do but back up the steep hill to get
off the grounds. Nowadays that gate is closed
and the parties are in the afternoon with mixed
groups.

Throughout the years, BWC members have
served as nannies for the babies of unwed
mothers at Marycrest School and helped with
the mentally handicapped at the old
Broadview Center.

‘‘In the early ’70s, BWC received a great
deal of recognition from the Federation of
Women’s Clubs of Cleveland for its volunteer
work and types of projects,’’ said Cecile
Clarenbach, a former president. ‘‘We won the
first place award among 45 clubs numerous
times over the years for our philanthropic
events and volunteer efforts.’’

The Federation was dissolved in the early
’90s with the decline of women’s clubs making
BWC rather unique for its longevity and
healthy operations.

‘‘We had baby-sitting service for our mem-
bers in the ’70s,’’ said Rita Morris, another
past president. ‘‘The cost of the baby-sitter
was partly subsidized by the club so young
mothers could attend the meetings,’’ she ex-
plained. Nowadays, many of these members’
children are grown. The group no longer pre-
pares their own lunches and for the past
seven years has considered St. Michael’s
Woodside Party Center as its headquarters.

Many friendships have been built up in par-
ticipating in bowling, bridge, golfing, antiquing,
special lunch outings, bus tours, Cleveland Or-
chestra Concert series, and theatrical produc-
tions. These and many more activities through
the years will give those attending the ‘‘Mo-
ments to Remember’’ celebration a true sense
of renewed sisterhood and commitment to
BWC.
f

H.R. 2116, VETERANS MILLENNIUM
HEALTH CARE ACT

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, America’s vet-
erans are forgotten far too often. My col-
leagues and I are committed to protecting vet-
erans’ programs and ensuring that our nation
honors its commitment to our men and women
in the military. To do anything less would be
to abandon the very principles that veterans
fought so hard to preserve.

We are committed to securing our veterans’
future and are working now to provide funding
to honor our promise to them. Last week the
House of Representatives approved the Vet-
erans Administration/Housing and Urban De-
velopment Appropriations bill, which contained
a $1.7 billion increase for veterans health
care, totaling $196 billion.

Yesterday, Congress passed the Veterans
Millennium Health Care Act, which expands
veterans eligibility for care and dramatically
improves the care provided to veterans in their
homes. The expanded care includes geriatric
evaluations, nursing home care, adult day
health care, and other types of home health
care. The act also requires the Veterans Ad-
ministration to operate and maintain a national
program of extended services.

The Veterans Millennium Health Care Act
coupled with the funds provided in our annual
veterans appropriations legislation, affirms our
nation’s appreciation for our aging veterans
and our commitment to provide them with the
health care they will need in the coming years.
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I thank my colleagues for supporting veterans
by voting in favor of this crucial legislation.
f

MR. RAY ARVIZU, CHAIRMAN OF
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE U.S. HCC

HON. ED PASTOR
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Mr. Ray Arvizu’s recent election to
Chair the Board of Directors for the U.S. His-
panic Chamber of Commerce (USHCC). I am
confident that the experience, knowledge and
passion Mr. Arvizu brings with him will ensure
the continued growth and effectiveness of the
USHCC.

For more than 15 years, Mr. Arvizu has
pledged his time and talents to promote and
elevate marketing to Hispanics. In recent
years, Mr. Arvizu has guided his company,
Arvizu Promotions and Marketing Events, in
Phoenix, Arizona, onto the short list of Arizo-
na’s most successful ad agencies. From the
beginning, hard work and dedication to be the
best have been Mr. Arvizu’s hallmark.

In addition to his professional accomplish-
ments, Mr. Arvizu has been active within the
Hispanic and local communities throughout his
career. He currently serves on several distin-
guished boards, including: the Boys and Girls
Club of Metropolitan Phoenix, Phoenix Cham-
ber of Commerce, and the Grand Canyon Mi-
nority Council. He is also the Co-Chair of the
National Community of Latino Leadership
Forum and prior to his election to Chair the
USHCC, Mr. Arvizu served as the Vice-Chair
of the Chamber.

As the former Vice-Chair of the Chamber
and successful businessman, Mr. Arvizu has
demonstrated the foresight and creative en-
ergy which make him an asset in all his en-
deavors. Without a doubt, these traits will
serve him well as he continues to fulfill the
USHCC mission: To advocate, promote and
facilitate the success of Hispanic businesses.

I wish him the best of luck as he leads the
U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce into the
new millennium.
f

HONORING THE NATIONAL CHAM-
BER ORCHESTRA OF ARMENIA

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the National Chamber Orches-
tra of Armenia (NCOA) for their performances
around the world and genuine cultural rep-
resentation of their country.

The NCOA consists of 25 of the most ac-
complished instrumentalists in the young re-
public under the baton of Artistic Director and
Principal Conductor Aram Gharabekian. They
have been honored with great success in the
past, such as representing Armenia in 1997 at
the Cultural Capital of Europe Festival in
Thessaloniki, Greece. And in December 1998,
the orchestra released a compact disk through
PolyGram/Germany presenting a synthesis of

ancient and contemporary works of Armenian
composers. At home, the NCOA performs
every third week at the Komitas Chamber
Music Hall in Yerevan. In addition, the orches-
tra performs around the globe and has toured
Europe, South America, and the United
States.

Conductor Gharabekian was born in the Old
World in 1955 and moved to the United States
as a youth. He received his Master’s Degree
in Music Composition from the New England
Conservatory of Music in Boston and engaged
in postgraduate studies at Mainz University in
Germany. Maestro Gharabekian’s numerous
honors include the Lucien Wulsin Performance
Award for the best concert aired on National
Public Radio; the American Society of Com-
posers’ Award for adventuresome program-
ming; the Harvard Music Association’s ‘‘Best
Performance Award,’’ and the Boston Globe’s
‘‘Best of the Year’’ designation.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to honor the
achievements of the National Chamber Or-
chestra of Armenia, for being one of the lead-
ing instrumental groups of the Republic of Ar-
menia and sharing such beautiful cultural
music across the world. It is Principal Con-
ductor Aram Gharabekian’s exceptional lead-
ership and devotion that has warranted this
recognition, and has lead to the success of
the orchestra. I ask my colleagues to join me
in wishing the National Chamber Orchestra of
Armenia and Conductor Gharabekian many
more years of continued success.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. CHARLES F. BASS
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, due to mechanical
difficulties with my flight from my district I
missed rollcall vote 429. Had I been present I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’
f

HONORING COAST GUARD
VOLUNTEER JIM CLOUD

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to join the citizens of Crescent
City in honoring Jim Cloud, who for 6 years
served without pay as Crescent City Harbor’s
sole marine safety examiner for the U.S.
Coast Guard.

During the August district work period, Jim
was honored by his volunteer peers and the
Coast Guard for his dedication to marine safe-
ty. Indeed, Jim was known for taking his job
seriously and, as the Coast Guard said during
the ceremony honoring him, Jim ‘‘contributed
to the overall safety of more than 425 fisher-
men and 170 fishing vessels.’’

Crescent City Harbor is home to more than
25 percent of the fishing vessel fleet between
the Oregon border and San Francisco Bay.
The coastal waters fished by these vessels
are treacherous and the weather ever-chang-
ing. As such, the role of the marine safety ex-
aminer is critical to ensuring that commercial

vessels are seaworthy and prepared for any
emergency.

For Jim, the work was a labor of love. Com-
ing from a long family history of seamen, Jim
joined the Brookings Coast Guard Auxiliary in
the mid-1980’s. During his tenure, he assisted
the Coast Guard in search and rescues and
teaching boating and safety classes.

But, in particular, his service as a marine
safety examiner will always be remembered
and appreciated. In conferring its Award of
Operational Merit, the Coast Guard acknowl-
edged that Jim’s efforts ‘‘helped reduce the
number of fishermen deaths, injuries, as well
as property loss and environmental damage.’’

To which Jim replied ‘‘I feel good about
doing my little part. It was a good deal for the
harbor and a good deal for me.’’

Thank you, Jim, for a job well done.
f

TRAGEDY IN TAIWAN

HON. EARL F. HILLIARD
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
great sadness to recognize the enormous
tragedy that has stricken the citizens of Tai-
wan. I extend condolences to the Ambassador
and the numerous families that have been
devastated by this earthquake. The people of
this country have been great allies to the
United States and their ongoing struggle for
independence parallels the many perils experi-
ence by my people here in this country.

I have visited Taiwan on numerous occa-
sions and have always been warmly received
by both its government officials and private
citizens, and believe that it is only right that I
continue to carry the torch of friendship during
their time of need. While the United States is
currently recuperating from the aftermath of its
own natural disaster, it is important that we
share in Taiwan’s grief. I have personally been
in contact with the Ambassador and have
pledged my full support toward helping them
recover from this tragedy. I ask my colleagues
in the House to follow my act of solidarity and
pledge their support to our comrades in Tai-
wan.
f

THE HERMELIN BRAIN TUMOR
CENTER—NEW HOPE FOR CAN-
CER PATIENTS

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, this year in the
United States some 20,000 new cases of pri-
mary brain tumors will be diagnosed, and
more than 100,000 cases of cancer migrating
to the brain from a different site will be found.
Traditional treatment regimens of surgery,
chemotherapy, and radiation have not stopped
the natural progression of the disease in far
too many cases, and new therapies are des-
perately needed.

Finding new treatments often means years
of laboratory investigation, followed by both
clinical trials and the examination of results,
before such therapies can be deemed suc-
cessful and made available to patients.
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Speeding up this process is of vital importance
to innumerable cancer patients. With this in
mind, friends and family of David B. Hermelin
have pledged $10 million to launch a brain
tumor research center at Henry Ford Hospital
in Detroit.

Mr. Speaker, David Hermelin is the United
States Ambassador to Norway, and earlier this
year he was successfully treated for a brain
tumor. Currently, he is undergoing therapy at
the Henry Ford Hospital. The funds donated in
his name will launch the Hermelin Brain
Tumor Center, housed within the Department
of Neurosurgery. The center will be directed
by Mark L. Rosenblum, M.D., Chair of the De-
partment of Neurosurgery, and by Tom
Mikkelsen, M.D., of the Departments of Neu-
rology and Neurosurgery.

‘‘The center at Henry Ford Hospital is now
positioned to make a significant impact on this
disease,’’ said Dr. Rosenblum. ‘‘With state-of-
the-art technology for diagnosis and surgery,
with continual ability to provide the most ad-
vanced surgery and treatments available, and
with new discoveries from our research team,
we are confident we will be able to change
life-threatening brain tumors into a chronic,
controllable disease like diabetes.’’

The Hermelin Brain Tumor Center will sup-
port three main areas of novel investigation to
help control brain tumors: (1) antiinvasion ther-
apy (which stops a tumor from invading
healthy brain tissues), (2) gene therapy (which
uses scientifically engineered viruses which
recognize and kill cancer cells), and (3)
antiangiogenesis (which stops a tumor from
building its network of blood vessels, effec-
tively starving it). In addition, the Center will
sponsor annual brain tumor workshops focus-
ing on each of these three areas of research.
Brain tumor scientists from around the world
will be invited to share their knowledge and
compete for a research grant, thus providing
new ways to share novel findings and to use
these findings to fund research that will bring
new treatments to patients in the most rapid
possible manner.

Mr. Speaker, David Hermelin is an out-
standing citizen of our Nation, and as United
States Ambassador to Norway, he has made
an important contribution to strengthening tra-
ditional good relations between our country
and Norway. In addition, he is a leading phi-
lanthropist who has spearheaded major fund-
raising efforts which have garnered millions of
dollars for academic, medical, civic, religious
and charitable organizations. The Hermelin
Brain Tumor Center is a fitting and unique rec-
ognition of his generous contributions. I invite
my colleagues to join me in honoring Ambas-
sador David Hermelin and recognizing the im-
portance of the Hermelin Brain Tumor Center.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. NYDIA M. VELÁZQUEZ
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I was un-

avoidably detained in my district on Sep-
tember 21, 1999.

If I had been present for rollcall No. 427, I
would have voted ‘‘ yes’’ if I had been present
for rollcall No. 428, I would have voted ‘‘ yes’’
if I had been present for rollcall No. 429, I
would have voted ‘‘ yes’’

RECOGNIZING ED HARRIS

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this time to recognize the hard work and
tireless dedication of Principal Ed Harris to
Edwardsville High School. He was recently
named Illinois Principal of the Year by MetLife
and the National Association of Secondary
School Principals. School District Super-
intendent, Ed Hightower, praised the prin-
cipal’s work. ‘‘[Harris] has made positive
changes at the High School and has proven
quality leadership in this position’’

Ed Harris will continue his outstanding work
this year at Edwardsville High School. His
goals for the year will include maintaining the
safety of students and staff, and ensuring that
the administrators are visible and available to
students.

A principal like Mr. Harris shows us what a
difference individual attention and caring can
do for our schools and our children. I would
like to thank him for his great contribution to
the school and the community.
f

A TRIBUTE TO BOB REED

HON. JERRY LEWIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I
would like today to recognize Bob Reed, who
over the past 25 years has become a local in-
stitution as the ‘‘chairman of the bar’’ at one
of the most pleasant eating establishments on
Capitol Hill, the Monocle.

Nearly a generation of Members of Con-
gress and others who toil on the Hill have
found refuge in Bob’s company. He is that rar-
est of personalities in this town: strictly non-
partisan and unopinionated, a sympathetic ear
for anyone, regardless of their politics or phi-
losophy. For 25 years, he has always met his
guests on a positive note—even during those
times when there wasn’t much to be positive
about.

Bob was raised in West Virginia and en-
listed in the Navy during World War II. He has
resided in Washington since 1951. Since join-
ing the Monocle in September 1974, he has
been a friend to me and many other Members
of Congress from both parties.

Mr. Speaker, I’m sure you and my col-
leagues will join me in congratulating Bob
Reed on his career milestone, and thank him
for providing a quiet harbor from turbulent po-
litical seas.
f

COMMEMORATING THE RETIRE-
MENT OF ROSA VERRETT WIL-
SON

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
commemorate the retirement of Ms. Rosa

Verrett Wilson from Southwest Administration
of the County of Los Angeles. Ms. Wilson
worked for the Southwest Administration for
18 years before her retirement on June 30,
1999. During her long tenure with Southwest
Administration, she never received a complaint
about her work. Prior to her work with South-
west, Ms. Wilson spent 15 years working with
Blue Cross of Southern California and 12
years in fashion in Seattle, Washington.

Ms. Wilson’s good works are an inspiration
to us all. For 24 years, Rosa Wilson has been
a member of Mount Moriah Church. She met
her husband, Brother Jordan H. Wilson, at
Mount Moriah and has served on many church
auxiliaries and committees. She has been a
Sunday School teacher for the Nursery and
Kindergarten Departments, a Vice-President of
the Courtesy Committee, and a Program
Chairperson for the California Baptist State
Secretaries and Treasurers of the Los Angeles
Area.

In 1987, Ms. Wilson, her husband, and their
children, Carolyn Rence Wilson-Bowles and
Keith Lamont Wilson, joined the Zoe Christian
Fellowship of Los Angeles. Ms. Wilson is also
a member of Alpha Christian Women Ministry.
She has received several awards, including
‘‘Honored Mother of the Year’’ in 1983 and the
‘‘God’s Woman Award’’ in 1994.

Rosa Wilson is also the founder of the Com-
mitted To Service Ministries at Southwest Ad-
ministration. The group meets once a week to
pray for the growth and success of the com-
pany and for healing. In addition, Ms. Wilson
spends time visiting sick relative of co-workers
and praying for their health.

I congratulate Ms. Wilson on her time with
Southwest Administration and extend to her
my best wishes as she begins an exciting new
chapter in her life.
f

HONORING THE U.S. FOREST
SERVICE LAW ENFORCEMENT DI-
VISION OF CLEVELAND NA-
TIONAL FOREST IN SAN DIEGO
COUNTY

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
celebrate the accomplishments of our men
and women of the U.S. Forest Service Law
Enforcement division in the Cleveland National
Forest in San Diego county’s back country.

During the year 1996, twenty-two illegal im-
migrants died from exposure in the Cleveland
National Forest. In 1997 nineteen died. Since
1996, Mr. Tommy LaNier, the Special Agent-
in-Charge, of law enforcement for the forest
and his team of dedicated officers have appre-
hended over 20,000 illegal aliens in the Cleve-
land Forest, potentially saving many immi-
grant’s lives who could well have perished in
hostile conditions.

The apprehension of illegals in the forest is
also serving to pervent further ecological deg-
radation to the forest. In addition, the strong
law enforcement in the forest precludes por-
tions of public lands from having to be closed
to U.S. taxpaying families who want to visit
our natural areas.

Foot trails in once pristine natural habitat
have now been pounded into the forest floor
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by as many as 300 illegal entrants in a given
day passing through the Cleveland National
Forest. These illegal trails grow deeper and
deeper by the day causing erosion and irrep-
arable damage to the forest. Contamination of
streams is a major concern and in 1997 over
eleven tons of trash left by illegal aliens pass-
ing through the forest had to be collected.

It is interesting to note that the U.S. Forest
Service, nationwide, has more acreage and
more visitors per year than the National Park
Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
combined. The U.S. Forest Service has twice
the number of violations to respond to with
less than than half the enforcement officers of
the two previously mentioned agencies.

The Cleveland National Forest is unique in
its locality; it lays continguous to the South-
west U.S.A./Mexico border. The enhanced ef-
forts of the U.S. Border Patrol in the San
Diego area have pushed thousands of illegal
aliens, heading North into the interior cities of
the U.S., into this forest. Our defense against
this invasion is a dedicated group of five U.S.
Forest Service Law Enforcement Officers who
are on call 24 hours a day, seven days a
week.

The rate of incidence of illegal aliens camp-
fires rose from 855 fires in 1996 to 1,044 in
1997. Law Enforcement officers have the dual
burden of apprehending these illegal aliens so
as to prevent their camp fires from breaking
loose and endangering not only the forest, but
also the illegals hiding in the forest. Fire dam-
age is not the illegal’s only threat to the forest.
Degradation of the forest from the uncontrolled
massive gathering of firewood for cooking and
nighttime warming fires by thousands of tres-
passers in devastating and will take centuries
to mend.

Mr. Speaker, Tommy LaNier and the Law
Enforcement officers of the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice have set a standard to which all law en-
forcement specifically, and public servants in
general, can aspire. The efforts of these dedi-
cated officers make it possible for taxpaying
American citizens, from all walks of life, to
safely enjoy some of the most beautiful forest
area in our great nation. I invite all Members
to stand with me in saluting the law enforce-
ment efforts in the Cleveland National Forest
by Tommy LaNier and his team.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JUANITA MILLENDER-McDONALD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 424, the DOD Authorization
Conference Report, I was held up in a traffic
accident. Had I been present I would have
voted ‘‘yes’’.

f

TRIBUTE TO GEORGE W. ‘‘WILL’’
GAHAGAN

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, today
I would like to note the passing of a prominent

American citizen, George W. ‘‘Will’’ Gahagan,
who died in Carmel, California on December
8, 1998 at the age of 86.

Will was a man of broad interests, and nota-
ble achievements. He was well-educated,
graduating in 1949 from Dartmouth, and
worked as a newspaper reporter, federal pub-
lic relations officer and foreign press liaison of-
ficer at the 1945 inaugural United Nations con-
ference in San Francisco. Will attended Har-
vard during his graduate years, and in 1957
received his master’s degree from Stanford
University. During his Dartmouth years he met
the poet Robert Frost, who was on the faculty,
and later founded the California Friends of
Robert Frost, a non-profit organization that
helped establish Frost Plaza in San Francisco,
Mr. Frost’s birthplace.

Will was an educator as much as he was a
student. He taught English for 15 years at high
schools, including Tularcitos, Junipero Serra
High School and Santa Catalina School in
Monterey. He also taught at an international
school in Rome, His students benefited greatly
from his tutelage and enthusiasm for learning.

Will’s contributions to Monterey County were
as far-reaching as his range of interests. He
wrote a column ‘‘Word Wise’’ for the Monterey
Herald, produced and hosted a foreign affairs
television program in Salinas, and wrote a
guidebook about the Monterey Peninsula. He
worked with many local organizations includ-
ing the Carmel Foundation, the World Affairs
Council, the Carmel City Planning Commission
and the Carmel Library. Will helped create the
Dennis the Menace Playground in Monterey,
and helped raise $250,000 for the Robinson
Jeffers Tor House in Carmel. He was a mem-
ber of the senior and super-senior national
tennis teams, successfully competing in tour-
naments in Canada and Europe. Will has
been inducted into the Dartmouth College Ath-
letic Hall of Fame.

No list of accomplishments can represent
the generosity of spirit, the vitality, and the in-
telligence that Will demonstrated every day.
Will is to be remembered as an exemplary
human being. He is survived by his wife
Lorna; his sons Michael and Mark; his daugh-
ters Tappy and Lissa; his brother John; and,
seven grandchildren. He will be sorely missed
by all who had the privilege of knowing him.

f

TRIBUTE TO EARL REEDER

HON. DAVID D. PHELPS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Earl Reeder who is celebrating
his 90th birthday this week. Earl was born on
September 20, 1909, in Edgewood, IL., the
son of Merrill and Myrtle (Hackney) Reeder.
Earl is a lifelong Democrat and has dedicated
over forty years of his life to public service. In
celebration of his 90th birthday, a card shower
was thrown for Earl and he has received well
over a hundred birthday greetings; a testa-
ment to his popularity among his friends and
neighbors.

Earl’s career in public service has spanned
over forty years and is a ‘‘public servant’’ in
the true meaning of the term. He was made
County Assessor in 1941 and resigned as Su-

pervisor effective September 9, 1982. Earl
was on the Board of Review in 1961 and
again in 1972. Earl also served as a precinct
committeeman from around 1963 till his retire-
ment in 1982. Throughout his career, Earl was
always committed to the people he served and
the Democratic Party he supported.

Mr. Speaker, Earl’s dedication to public
service is evident and I am commending him
now for a lifetime of work. Earl is still a man
who is in good health, has an excellent sense
of humor and enjoys watching basketball and
baseball. I encourage all my colleagues to join
me now in wishing Earl a happy 90th birthday
and a long and healthy future.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ McKEON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I was not
present for rollcall vote 418, on September 14,
1999. Please let the RECORD reflect that had
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

WORLD STANDARDS DAY

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today, the
United States observes ‘‘World Standards
Day.’’

Since 1970, World Standards Day has
raised awareness of the need for international
standardization in an increasingly global econ-
omy.

Harmonized technical standards provide
open export markets for U.S. products. Ac-
cording to the Department of Commerce,
standards play a role in $150 billion worth of
U.S. exports, and serve as a barrier to the ex-
port of between $20 billion and $40 billion
worth of U.S. goods and services.

As other barriers to trade are torn down,
non-harmonized technical standards are one
of the last restraints on the free flow of inter-
national commerce.

World Standards Day is an example of how
the public and private sectors can work to-
gether to ensure U.S. products and services
are accepted in the global marketplace.

The co-chairs of the World Standards Day
Committee are the American National Stand-
ards Institute (ANSI), a private institution, and
the National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology (NIST).

This type of public/private cooperation is
crucial to ensure America’s competitiveness in
overseas markets.

Mr. Speaker, today, on World Standards
Day, I ask the Congress to recognize the im-
portant role international standards pay in our
economy and in our international competitive-
ness.
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RECOGNITION OF THE ONE HUN-

DREDTH BIRTHDAY OF JOHN
MAGNOTTE

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MIGHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to

recognize the 100 years of John Magnotte’s
life. John was born on September 22, 1899, in
Detroit Michigan. Today John lives in the
beautiful community of St. Clair Shores where
he settled in the 1950’s.

John married Dorothy Fraquelle in 1927,
and raised three children, two sons and a
daughter, while working for General Motors for
30 years. Though he has been a widower for
the last 10 years, Mr. Magnotte is today sur-
rounded by five generations of children, grand-
children, great grandchildren and even great-
great grandchildren.

Mr. Magnotte is still very active in senior
groups today, especially the St. Clair Shores
Senior Cruisers Club. He is often found play-
ing cards and socializing with the Cruisers, as
well as the other senior groups in the area. He
is always surrounded by friends and family
and takes great pride in showing off the roses
in his yard.

Besides his long life, we should recognize
the experiences that John has acquired in his
100 years. He has lived through the adminis-
tration of 18 different U.S. Presidents and the
creation of five U.S. States. John went from
the days of horse and buggy travel to witness
space travel on television. Many of us can
only dream of 100 years worth of visions and
sights, a 100 years worth of character, a hun-
dred years worth of emotions. John
Magnotte’s life is fit for framing, and should be
cherished as a national treasure. I invite all of
you to join me in honoring a true historian of
the American Dream and wish John Magnotte
a very happy one hundredth birthday.
f

IN HONOR OF REVEREND ALAN
DAVIS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize the passing of Reverend Alan
Davis, an activist who fought in the interests of
justice for the poor and the oppressed without
counting the costs. Reverend Alan Davis dedi-
cated his life to helping the underprivileged.

Reverend Davis spent more than 23 years
serving as a pastor at St. Phillip’s Christian
Church on E. 30th St. near one of the city’s
poorest housing projects. He led the church
community in providing emergency food sup-
plies and tutoring for area families. During this
time he was also the executive director of the
City Club where he brought in diverse philoso-
phers and speakers from around the world to
discuss issues important to the club. As City
Club executive director, and as pastor at St.
Phillip’s, Reverend Davis devoted much of his
time to the Volgograd Forum, a free speech
forum similar to the City Club in Volgograd,
Russia.

As a veteran of World War II and serving in
the signal corps, Reverend Davis dem-

onstrated his commitment to both God and
country. From 1953 to 1961, Reverend Davis
served at North Royalton Methodist Church
and then moved on to Aldersgate Methodist
Church in Warrensville until 1968. Since then
he spent 23 years serving St. Phillip’s Church
in Cleveland.

His commitment also extended to serving
society and defending the civil rights of all
Americans. As a social activist he was associ-
ated with Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and affili-
ated with numerous programs to feed and
house the poor. Reverend Davis soon went on
to Yale University where he graduated with a
bachelor’s degree and then a graduate’s de-
gree from Yale Divinity School in 1953.

My fellow colleagues, join me in recognizing
the passing of Reverend Alan Davis, a man
who consistently and without pause adhered
to the principles and values of God at the
price of self-interest. Let us aspire in our own
efforts to show such a commitment and pas-
sion to truth.
f

COMMEMORATING THE INDEPEND-
ENCE OF THE REPUBLIC OF AR-
MENIA

HON. JAMES E. ROGAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the
people of Armenia celebrated the eighth anni-
versary of their republic—honoring a national
referendum in support of a free and demo-
cratic Republic of Armenia. Less than 1 month
ago, I had the honor and the privilege of vis-
iting this proud nation and would like to share
with my colleagues what I learned about this
nation whose culture and tradition dates back
some three millennia.

Perhaps the most inspirational lesson I
brought back concerns a terrible experience
endured not only by the Armenian people, but
by the world—the atrocities committed at the
hands of the Ottoman Turks in the first dec-
ades of this century. Despite a cultural and
political annihilation—indeed a genocide—the
Armenian people have flourished as a defining
culture in the Caucasus, in the United States,
and on the world stage.

This resilience is evident in the Republic’s
rise from former captive nation under the So-
viet empire state to independent democracy.
As I learned on my recent trip, the Armenian
people—in the United States and Armenia—
have united behind the cause of a prosperous
community and a productive nation. Today,
Armenia is leading the region in development
of infrastructure, technology and education.

As we celebrate this independence, I reflect
on my meeting with the President of Armenia,
Robert Kocharian. Through his efforts and
those of his Azerbaijani colleague, Heidar
Aliev, the release of Armenian prisoners of
war recently was secured. This is just one ex-
ample of their work to end decades of bitter
feuding in the region. President Kocharian
also has guided his nation into a new era of
education reform, of artistic rejuvenation and
of economic development.

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is built upon a
foundation of freedom, democracy, and inde-
pendence. The Republic of Armenia, I am
proud to report, follows this same tradition.

The Armenian people have proven that the tri-
umph of the human spirit—despite decades of
war, of genocide, and of oppression—can not
stifle the will of a people to make their world
a better place to live. I am honored to rep-
resent one of the largest populations of ethnic
Armenians outside Armenia, and I am deeply
grateful for the opportunity to have visited their
homeland.

As we move toward a new century, and look
back on the successes of our past, I would
ask my colleagues to join me in saluting the
remarkable achievements in the Republic of
Armenia. To the Armenian people we send
our respect and admiration on the occasion of
your nation’s eighth anniversary of independ-
ence.
f

BAPTIST CHURCH TARGETED BY
AZERBAIJAN AUTHORITIES

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, as

Chairman of the Commission on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, I rise today to highlight
a disturbing incident involving governmental
harassment of religious believers in Azer-
baijan. We have received reports of religious
liberty violations perpetrated by governmental
authorities. As a participating State of the
OSCE, Azerbaijan has committed to insuring
the freedom of individuals to profess and prac-
tice their religion. These recent governmental
actions are a clear violation of Azerbaijan’s
OSCE commitment to the freedom of thought,
conscience, religion or belief.

On September 5th, government officials in
Baku forced their way into a legally-registered
church, Baku Baptist Church, and arrested
sixty members of the religious group. The pas-
tors of the church as well as a dozen for-
eigners were among those arrested and inter-
rogated. The arrested Azeri religious believers
were detained and asked to sign a statement
affirming that they had attended an ‘‘illegal
meeting’’ and promising not to attend the reli-
gious meetings in the future. Ultimately, two
leaders of the church were sentenced to 15
days in prison on charges relating to resisting
police. Likewise, then other foreign members
of the religious group were charged with ‘‘en-
gaging in religious propaganda’’ and ‘‘propa-
gating against the Muslim faith,’’ in violation of
an Azeri law that forbids such activity. On
September 8th, all ten foreigners were de-
ported and more deportations are likely.

These events are alarming, Mr. Speaker.
While there had been reports of governmental
harassment in the past, especially of unregis-
tered religious minority groups, these current
events are especially problematic because the
target of these actions was a legally registered
religious group.

Mr. Speaker, these actions are in direct vio-
lation to Azerbaijan’s OSCE commitments, in-
cluding section 16 of the 1989 Vienna Con-
cluding Document, which explicitly delineates
the wide scope of activities protected, includ-
ing the right to establish and maintain places
of worship and granting them status under law
to both profess and practice their faith. In the
1990 Copenhagen Concluding Document Arti-
cle 9.1, Azerbaijan has reaffirmed ‘‘that every-
one will have the right to freedom of expres-
sion, including the right to communication.
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This right will include freedom to hold opinions
and to receive and impart information and
ideas without interference by public authority
and regardless of frontiers.’’

The actions by Azerbaijani officials clearly
violate these commitments. I truly hope that
these government actions are merely an aber-
ration and will be dealt with accordingly and
are not the signal of even more repression of
religious believers in Azerbaijan.

I would like to commend to my colleagues
the work of our Embassy in Baku on religious
liberty. Embassy personnel have taken this re-
cent incident very seriously and have followed
the situation from the start. I urge those of my
colleagues who interact with Azerbaijani Gov-
ernment officials to raise religious liberty
issues in their discussions, stressing the es-
sential role that religious liberty—and indeed
human rights in general—play in maintaining a
free, stable, and democratic civil society.
f

IN RECOGNITION OF 1999 LAWSUIT
ABUSE AWARENESS WEEK IN
THE STATE OF OHIO

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to call at-
tention to an important designation this week
in the state of Ohio. The week of Sunday,
September 19 through Saturday, September
25, 1999, has been officially designated by
Ohio Governor Bob Taft as lawsuit Abuse
Awareness Week.

The 1999 Lawsuit Abuse Awareness Week
campaign attempts to better educate citizens
throughout the state of Ohio about the ongo-
ing concerns of the legal problems in our judi-
cial system. During this campaign, the Ohio
Citizens Against Lawsuit Abuse (OCALA) has
undertaken a public awareness campaign to
voice the concerns about lawsuit abuse and
draw attention to the impact it has on the state
of Ohio. Citizens from across the state have
assisted with the campaign to help OCALA
spread its message.

Mr. Speaker, the overwhelming rise in law-
suit abuse is not a concern specific to the
state of Ohio. Certainly, these problems carry
both state and national implications, which af-
fect all Americans. In recent years, our society
has become more prone to litigation. In fact,
some statistics show the number of lawsuits
filed each year approaching 300,000. The
sheer number of these lawsuits requires mil-
lions of dollars in expenses and thousands of
hours from employees. These figures dem-
onstrate that lawsuit abuse is a heavy burden
that interferes with our continued economic
growth.

As lawsuits continue to climb in number and
scope, the impact on our standard of living is
evident. Frivolous lawsuits result in higher op-
erating costs for businesses, the withdrawal of
products from the marketplace, and the poten-
tial decline in growth and overall expansion.
Simple economics shows us that these costs
are inevitably passed along to consumers and
workers in the form of higher prices, lost op-
portunities, and fewer jobs.

Mr. Speaker, lawsuit abuse is a serious
issue facing the United States. As such, it is
important for groups like OCALA to be recog-

nized for their efforts in curtailing this abuse.
Dedication to change, like that shown by
OCALA and other groups, will further the
cause to end lawsuit abuse and bring about
overall legal reform. I would urge my col-
leagues to stand and join me in recognizing
the week of Sunday, September 19 through
Saturday, September 25, 1999, as ‘‘Ohio Law-
suit Abuse Awareness Week.’’
f

HONORING HILMAR MOORE

HON. TOM DeLAY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, today I would like
to honor a man whose dedication and commit-
ment to his community should not go unno-
ticed. Today, September 22, 1999, marks the
50th anniversary of Hilmar Moore’s continuous
service as the mayor of Richmond, TX.

The mayor’s term is a unique one in Texas
and the Nation’s history. Mayor Hilmar Moore
was appointed to serve an unexpired term for
Richmond, TX, on September 22, 1949. Since
then he has unselfishly served for the ad-
vancement of the community. Mayor Moore
has deep-seeded Texas roots. He is de-
scended from several of Stephen F. Austin’s
original colonists who settled Texas. In fact,
Mayor Moore is a life member of the Sons of
the Republic of Texas. His family’s strong
commitment to community has lasted genera-
tions and many have served in State and local
governments.

From 1970 to the present, the mayor has
been and continues to be, a leader in the live-
stock community. He has served on the Texas
& Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association as
second vice president, first vice president, and
president from 1974–76. He has served on the
Beef industry Council of Meat Board as vice
chairman from 1979–81 and as chairman from
1981–83. In 1983–84, Mayor Moore served as
treasurer of the National Livestock and Meat
Board and in 1984–85 as chairman-elect.
Also, in 1985, he was named Trustee Emer-
itus of the Gulf Coast Conservation Associa-
tion. Mayor Moore has received numerous
awards and recognitions from the National
Livestock and Meat Board Association, Texas
Brahman Breeders Association, and the Gold-
en Spur Award. Presently, along with his may-
oral duties Hilmar Moore is the director of the
King Ranch.

I wish to extend to Mayor Hilmar Moore my
heartfelt congratulations and I know my col-
leagues here in the U.S. House of Represent-
atives do so as well. It will be a pleasure to
continue working with him for the improvement
of the city of Richmond and the Fort Bend
community.
f

JOHN NESPOLI HONORED

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to Mr. John L. Nespoli, who has
been named Community Leaders of the Year
by the Arthritis Foundation of Eastern Pennsyl-

vania. I am proud to have been asked to par-
ticipate in this event.

This prestigious award has been described
by Arthritis Foundation Chairperson Deborah
D. Hannon as an honor ‘‘presented to an indi-
vidual who epitomizes the word ‘leader’ in
both their personal and professional life. The
recipient is someone who gives back to their
community as a way of thanking them for
achieving success in their own life.’’

John Nespoli is the president and chief ex-
ecutive officer of Mercy Health Partners and
one of the senior vice presidents of Catholic
Healthcare Partners, which makes him re-
sponsible for a $200 million health care sys-
tem, including a tertiary referral center, com-
munity hospitals, skilled nursing facilities,
home health care, physician group practice
and managed care operations.

In addition, John serves on a large number
of diverse community organizations. A native
of Berwick, John is a dedicated professional
with strong commitment to our region. He is
the husband of the former Geri Kamps and
the father of twins.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the Arthritis Founda-
tion for this year’s choice for the ‘‘Community
Leader of the Year’’ and am pleased to send
my year very best wishes to John as he ac-
cepts this prestigious honor.
f

GEORGE NEAVOLL MAKES
THOUGHTFUL CONTRIBUTION TO
MAINE

HON. JOHN ELIAS BALDACCI
OF MAINE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to George Neavoll, who edited the
opinion pages of the Portland Press Herald
and the Maine Sunday Telegram newspapers
from 1991 until his retirement earlier this
month. His readers, myself included, know
that he leaves behind very large shoes to fill.

In the words of his colleagues, George
Neavoll ‘‘set an unapologetically upbeat tone
for the opinion pages, wrote extensively about
the State’s environment and worked to create
a consciousness among Mainers that they live
in the Atlantic Rim region.’’

During his time as editorial page editor, Mr.
Neavoll championed many causes and high-
lighted problems in need of attention. From
management of our fisheries and protection of
our air, land, and water, to the return of pas-
senger rail service in Maine and the need for
improved East-West travel routes in our State,
George Neavoll enhanced public discourse
and made us think.

He also opened up the editorial board meet-
ings to the public, and redesigned the editorial
pages to provide more space for letters to the
editor and more opportunity for local residents
to submit columns.

Throughout his 30-year career in the news-
paper business, Mr. Neavoll was recognized
for his commitment to excellence numerous
times. He received awards for writing, particu-
larly in the areas of environmental protection
and human rights. He received a Global Media
Award from The Population Institute in 1996;
a Human Rights Award from the Portland
chapter of Amnesty International in 1995; and
the first Portland Bias Crime Task Force’s Di-
versity Bridge Building Award in 1995.
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Although originally from Oregon, his obvious

love for Maine and his concern for its people
make George Neavoll a true Mainer. His im-
pact on public policy, civic life and political dia-
logue will be remembered and appreciated for
many years to come. I join his many friends
and colleagues in offering George and his
wife, Laney, best wishes for the future. They
have made Maine a better place, and they
richly deserve this opportunity to travel and
spend time with their children.

f

A SPECIAL TRIBUTE TO THE
BRADNER TOWN HALL AND
OPERA HOUSE ON THE OCCASION
OF ITS ONE HUNDREDTH ANNI-
VERSARY CELEBRATION

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct
honor and privilege to rise today to pay spe-
cial tribute to an outstanding community from
Ohio’s Fifth Congressional District. On Sun-
day, September 19, 1999, the Village of
Bradner will celebrate the One-Hundredth An-
niversary of the Bradner Town Hall and Opera
House.

In the final year of the Nineteenth Century,
the citizens of Bradner decided to take an
enormous step—to solidify their position and
build a town hall. The Village embarked on a
venture to locate a site, procure the necessary
funding and materials, and build a truly re-
markable building. Their efforts, after con-
cluding the necessary paperwork, votes, and
administrative matters, were finalized in 1899
as F.K. Hewitt was hired to design and J.W.
Stiger hired to build the Bradner Town Hall.

The Bradner Town Hall has long been the
centerpiece of this wonderful community. This
small, yet vibrant area holds the same inner-
strength found throughout the Fifth Congres-
sional District and throughout the state of
Ohio. That strength and common bond is driv-
en from the town hall. For one-hundred years,
the Bradner Town Hall has served as the focal
point for the community, the symbol of inde-
pendence and freedom, and the source of the
community’s pride.

With all its beauty, the Bradner Town Hall
symbolizes all that is good in our commu-
nities—strength, fortitude, grace, and resil-
ience. The Bradner Town Hall and Opera
House has housed the Village fire department,
jail, and public utilities offices. It also contains
an upstairs Opera House and a library.
Throughout the many changes, its use as the
governmental center of Bradner has remained
constant as it is home to the mayor’s office
and village council chambers. After first open-
ing the building one-hundred years ago, the
Village of Bradner conducts official business in
the town hall to this day.

Mr. Speaker, the individuality of the Amer-
ican culture and the freedom of the American
spirit are embodied in our local communities
and the town halls located in them. I would
urge my colleagues to stand and join me in
paying special tribute to the Bradner Town
Hall on its One-Hundredth Anniversary.

HONORING BRUCE P. MARQUIS,
HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL
DISTRICT CHIEF OF POLICE

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor
Houston Independent School District ‘‘HISD’’
Police Chief Bruce P. Marquis for his out-
standing contribution to the safety and well-
being of our children attending HISD schools,
which was recently highlighted in an article in
the Wall Street Journal.

Since the day he took office in 1994, Chief
Marquis has embraced a simple, guiding prin-
ciple—to foster an environment, as he puts it,
‘‘for teaching and learning to take place.’’ His
work to make our Houston community schools
safer for students and teachers has been
nothing less than outstanding. Not only has he
made our schools safer, but he has made our
children feel safer. Chief Marquis is a strong
believer in the concept that our children must
feel secure in order to learn.

HISD officials made a forward-thinking deci-
sion 5 years ago when they created a new
Police chief position for the schools and hired
Bruce, who was distinguished by his extensive
management experience and his background
in law enforcement. A former agent in the
FBI’s Houston office, Bruce brought long-
range vision and can-do pragmatism to the
creation and management of HISD’s police
department. Only Texas and Florida State
laws allow school districts to create their own
police forces. Bruce has built the HISD police
department from the ground up, expanding it
into the largest in the state.

Since Chief Marquis took over, aggravated
assaults in Houston schools have decreased
by three-quarters, and weapons’ violations are
down by two-thirds. Chief Marquis’ proactive
and aggressive leadership became evident
from the beginning of his tenure when he
helped persuade the Texas Legislature to
transfer authority over school police officers
from principals to school police chiefs. Once
that was done he made sure that HISD offi-
cers wore uniforms and badges, and that they
carried guns just like community peace offi-
cers. Whether it’s dealing with gang activity,
drug deals or weapons, Marquis stations his
officers throughout our schools to proactively
stop problems before they start.

Other innovations Chief Marquis has helped
institute include: HISD officers making arrests
and keeping records, issuing citations for tru-
ancy and fighting, and jailing kids aged 17 and
over for not paying fines. He went above and
beyond duty when he extended his depart-
ment’s jurisdiction to include a shelter for bat-
tered women.

Chief Marquis’s law enforcement credentials
run deep. In addition to his 10 years with
Houston’s FBI office, he served as a former
U.S. Air Force officer, chief of police at the
Los Angeles Air Force Station, and security
manager for the 1984 U.S. Olympic Games.
Chief Marquis has put his experience and pro-
fessionalism to good use for Houston’s chil-
dren. I am proud that my friends and constitu-
ents Bruce and his wife Traci Bransford-Mar-
quis have chosen to share their spirit of giving
with their community, and are teaching their
two children those same values.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate Chief Marquis
for his contributions toward ensuring our chil-
dren are safer. To protect our students in to-
day’s increasingly violent society, Chief Mar-
quis has transformed a loose coalition of
school security guards with essentially no law
enforcement tools into a modern, efficient
team of officers who, armed with a full range
of police training and expertise, form a net-
work of safety within our Houston school dis-
trict.

I insert in the RECORD at this point The Wall
Street Journal article on Bruce Marquis which
appeared September 20, 1999.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 20,
1999]

READING, WRITING AND MIRANDA RIGHTS:
COPS PATROL SCHOOLS

(By June Kronholz)
HOUSTON—Armed, trained in assault tac-

tics, equipped with bulletproof vests and
bomb-sniffing dogs, supported by and bomb-
sniffing dogs, supported by 24-hour emer-
gency dispatchers. Chief Bruce P. Marquis
and his 177-member police department walk
the country’s highest-profile beat this fall.

They patrol public schools.
Schools are safer than they have been in

years, the U.S. Department of Education re-
ports. Crimes against kids while they’re in
school are down by 20% in three years; one-
third fewer children were suspended for
bringing a gun to school in 1998 than the
year before. Education Secretary Richard
Riley calls schools the safest place for a
child to be.

But the gun rampage in Littleton, Colo.,
the deadliest in a three-year string of school
shootings, is the flip side of that good news,
and has sent school districts rushing to up-
grade their security. Kids returned to school
to find metal detectors, fences, dress codes,
security cameras. And, in the Houston
schools, one thing more: a police depart-
ment.

Forget the days when the football coach
doubled as security chief, checking the boys’
room for idlers and cigarette smoke. The
Houston Independent School District Police
Department stations armed officers in the 58
middle schools and high schools and many of
the 35 magnet and other alternative schools
in its 312-square-mile jurisdiction. It patrols
school neighborhoods with bicycles and a
fleet of squad cars, fields gang and drug task
forces and operates a crime-scene commu-
nications van.

Over and over on a recent, stifling-hot
afternoon, a new Special Response Team
practices skulking down an alley below win-
dow level, crouching behind a bullet-proof
shield and then, with guns drawn, rushing a
stairwell to overwhelm an imaginary gun-
man.

CHAIN OF COMMAND

There is a horse-mounted unit for traffic
control. An investigations division handles
crimes short of rape and murder. Dispatchers
fielded 14,000 calls last year. And heading it
all is a 47-year-old former FBI agent who
holds a doctorate in education, earns $84,000
a year and has shaped his department down
to the smallest details, including designing
the uniforms and the department flag him-
self. Chief Marquis—so mindful of chain-of-
command protocol that he and his longtime
deputy address each other by their titles—of-
fers this description of his job: ‘‘We exist for
teaching and learning to take place.’’

Education is a local function in the U.S.,
so districts handle security in lots of dif-
ferent ways, and no one collects nation-wide
information. Most districts, if they use any
security at all, use armed local police, rea-
soning that because schools are part of the
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community, they should be protected by
community police. But some districts use po-
lice just to patrol the halls, while others ask
them to run safety and counseling programs
as well. Some pay local police with school
funds; others depend on the police force to
pay the costs and handle the administration.

In Texas and Florida, state laws allow
school districts to create their own police
forces, and 82 of the 1,042 school districts in
Texas have done just that. With a budget of
about $12 million, the HISD police depart-
ment is the largest in the State. But beyond
that, Houston shows how the job of pro-
tecting school kids has expanded and become
professionalized since the days when coaches
patrolled the halls.

The starting salary for an HISD police offi-
cer is $28,000, only about $1,000 less than for
Houston Police Department rookies. New
hires must be graduates of a police-academy
program, hold a police license and have 60
hours toward a college degree. By state law,
officers receive at least 20 hours of training
a year. Bike patrols and drug and gang spe-
cialists receive training beyond that. And
the Special Response Team practices hostage
rescues and school evacuations two days a
month, including training with the Federal
Bureau of Investigation.

SHAPING UP

That’s a far cry from the department that
Chief Marquis inherited in 1994—a ‘‘ragtag
bunch’’ in mismatched uniforms, he says,
who applied the decals to their squad cars
themselves. Because Houston’s schools use
site-based management, giving principals
control over some of the day-to-day details
of running their schools, HISD policemen
carried guns and wore uniforms in schools
where principals favored them but didn’t
elsewhere.

Houston’s superintendent, Rod Paige, says
the school board decided to upgrade its polic-
ing when focus groups told it that middle-
class parents, and particularly whites, were
leaving the district because they viewed the
schools as unsafe. Of Houston’s 211,000 stu-
dents, more than half are Hispanic, a third
are African-American and three-quarters are
poor. Big-city superintendents worry, says
Dr. Paige, ‘‘that school districts so at odds
demographically with the rest of the commu-
nity’’ risk losing community support, espe-
cially financial support. And operating un-
safe schools is one certain step on that path.

In the 1993–94 school year, HISD police re-
ported 89 aggravated assaults, two murders,
seven rapes and 244 cases of children car-
rying weapons to school. Hired mid-year,
Chief Marquis already had been a U.S. Air
Force officer, chief of police at the Los Ange-
les Air Force Station, security manager for
the 1984 Olympic Games and a 10-year mem-
ber of the FBI. The son of a San Francisco
bus driver, he graduated from the University
of Portland, earned a business degree from
Pepperdine University in Los Angeles and
got his doctorate from Texas Southern Uni-
versity in Houston. He expects to earn a sec-
ond master’s degree, in criminal-justice
management, this spring, and after that is
eyeing a program at Harvard.

Two years into his HISD job, Chief Mar-
quis, a Democrat, ran for sheriff of heavily
Republican Harris County and took a drub-
bing. But he moves easily in Houston’s civic
circles, from the YMCA to the rodeo, and en-
tertains a steady stream of TV reporters who
ask about the schools.

A typical Marquis day begins at 4 a.m.
with a workout and allows for one cup of cof-
fee, weekdays only. He does the cooking for
his wife, a former Justice Department law-
yer, and two small children, and sews a miss-
ing button on his daughter’s dress before she
leaves for preschool.

Still, the screen saver on his office com-
puter declares ‘‘Always Forward.’’ Vince
Lombardi quotations hang framed on the
wall (‘‘What It Takes to Be No. 1’’). And
Chief Marquis delights in pushing the bound-
aries of his job description: He recently ex-
tended his department’s jurisdiction to in-
clude a shelter for battered women, on whose
board he sits, by reasoning that the children
of the abused mothers probably attend Hous-
ton schools. ‘‘I’m not a status-quo kind of
guy,’’ he says.

BEARING ARMS

Indeed. Among his first changes, Chief
Marquis helped persuade the Texas Legisla-
ture to put school police officers under the
direction of school-police chiefs, taking
them out of the orbit of principals. With
that, HISD officers began wearing uniforms
and badges—and carrying guns. Without
guns, ‘‘they’re not police officers,’’ the chief
says.

Where HISD police formerly backed up
Houston police on calls in schools, now it’s
the other way around, with school police
making the arrests and keeping the records,
(although still using Houston police sub-
stations for bookings). Emergency dis-
patchers, who once routed 911 calls through
the Houston police, now relay them directly
to HISD. And four years ago, HISD police re-
ceived the authority to issue citations: Dis-
rupting school can bring a Class C citation
that carriers a $400 municipal-court fine.
Violating a 9:30 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. curfew—im-
posed by the city to keep kids off the street
when they should be in school—can bring a
$250 fine. And citations for fighting can start
at $250 and soar to $1,300.

At age 17, moreover, a youngster can be
sent to jail for not paying his fines. ‘‘That
gets their attention,’’ says HISD Capt. Al
Barnes. More important, he adds, it helps
keep fights off the school grounds and out of
the classrooms.

With site-based management, Houston’s
schools can decide to use their detectors and
security cameras, and they can opt for
school uniforms and bans on trench coats.
Milby High School is banning denim this
year, and because of thefts and fires in the
lockers, Austin High has bolted them shut,
which means students all carry around their
days’ books and supplies.

RANDOM SEARCHES

But to add to the schools’ precautions,
Chief Marquis also issues hand-held metal
detectors to his officers and next year, will
add computers to link them with head-
quarters—a converted telephone-company
building—and into the records bureau.
Prompted by the Littleton shootings, HISD
will begin twice-monthly drug and weapons
searches this year, randomly picking out a
school and then two classes in that school
for searchers. More typically, though, his of-
ficers linger at front doors as school begins
each morning, picking up on tensions or bad
moods. They wander hallways, shooing
stragglers into class. They direct traffic at
dismissal, breaking up knots of loiterers who
might, out of idleness, start trouble. And
they listen for word of gang fights, drug
deals and weapons.

That word usually gets out, Officer Marvin
Lee says with reassuring certainty, because
‘‘the good kids outweigh the bad kids.’’ Offi-
cer Lee has patrolled Lamar High, a middle-
class school with 3,000 students, for 15 years,
and he has a clear sense of his job: ‘‘It’s step-
ping out little fires before they become big
fires.’’

Across town, a little fire appears to be
smoldering at Yates High as a skinny sopho-
more is brought into the tiny police office,
accused of kicking an assistant principal
who has reprimanded him for not wearing

the regulation khaki pants. The parents
have been called, and the teenager, clearly
fearful of his stepfather, sits worried and re-
sentful as Officer Ernest Lang outlines his
strategy.

Officer Lang, who scored 33 touchdowns in
his senior year at Yates in 1951 and is still
known in Central Houston as ‘‘The Legend,’’
plans to get the boy into the school ROTC
program, and assigns a sleepy-looking senior
nicknamed Wolf to serve as his mentor. An
officer who knows the stepfather will look in
at home from time to time, and a Baptist
preacher who was tossed out of Yates 20
years ago but has returned as a counselor
will work on the youngster’s attitude. ‘‘We
can reach him if we take the time.’’ Officer
Lang says easily. Then, as the parents arrive
for a conference, he leans toward the young-
ster and warns: ‘‘Don’t you act ugly now.’’

Juvenile crime has fallen nationwide in
the past five years: In Houston’s schools, ag-
gravated assaults are down by three-quar-
ters, and weapons’ violations are down by
two-thirds since Chief Marquis took his job.
Dewey Cornell, a psychologist who studies
youth violence at the University of Virginia
in Charlottesville, credits better policing for
part of the decline. But he also credits a
strong economy, the calming of the cocaine
wars, success in arresting gang leaders, a
federal law that mandates expulsion for
bringing guns to school, and the spread of
character-education and conflict-mediation
programs.

CHARACTER EDUCATION

Ten years ago, worried about what they
saw as declining social and moral values,
local business leaders raised $2 million to
fund one of the country’s early character-
education programs in Houston’s schools.
The idea is to teach values such as honesty
and self-discipline as part of every class, says
Dot Woodson, who was a University of Hous-
ton basketball coach before coming to HISD
to head the program. So, in a class on the
Boston Tea Party, she tells teachers to ask
kids, ‘‘What would make you so angry that
you would want to rebel, and what are the
appropriate ways to rebel?’’

In a decade, Houston has trained 16,000 of
its teachers in character education and
bought or written character-education cur-
ricula for all its schools. Ten state legisla-
tures (although not Texas’s) now mandate
that schools teach character education, and
six others encourage it. ‘‘This is the place to
spend money,’’ Virginia’s Dr. Cornell insists.

Certainly, compared with hiring police-
men, character education is cheap. Security
is barely a blip on the $1.2 billion budget of
the Houston schools, but even so, the district
sets aside $9 million. Chief Marquis says his
spending, which comes from several budget
pots, actually is at least a third more, and
even that doesn’t include what the schools
individually spend on security hardware.
Meanwhile, Houston’s character-education
program is still operating, in part, off its
original $2 million grant.

With schools under huge pressure to raise
standards and test scores, special-response
teams and communications vans can seem
like an extravagance—until they’re needed,
of course. Herbert Karpicke, principal of the
700-student High School for the Performing
and Visual Arts, offers a tour while Chief
Marquis is giving an interview in the
school’s video lab. Doors open onto a choir
practice, a jazz band, a corps of ballerinas,
dramatic soliloquies. Dr. Karpicke has per-
suaded the district to contribute $15 million
toward a new, larger school, but he has to
raise the other $15 million himself in the
next five years, and he is wondering how.

Even this school—its hallways lined with
cellos, its students hand-picked—has an
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armed HISD police officer at the front door,
though. Chief Marquis concedes the benefits
of violence-prevention programs: They’re ‘‘a
spoke in the wheel,’’ he says. ‘‘But as long as
problems from the community come onto the
campuses, the police are necessary,’’ he says,
and that means armed, trained and equipped
officers. He is lobbying to hire 40 more.

f

TRIBUTE TO REV. ROBERT
TAYLOR

HON. DANNY K. DAVIS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I take

this opportunity to pay tribute to an individual
who spent his life not just preaching about the
needs of the poor, but by doing something in
meaningful ways to help meet the needs of
the poor. Rev. Robert Taylor was a priest, a
licensed clinical social worker and what we
commonly call a community activist.

Father Taylor was an Episcopal Priest for
decades in Chicago, he was one of the 15
priests fined and sentenced to jail after they
had led a prayer pilgrimage in Jackson, Mis-
sissippi to protest segregation in 1961. Father
Taylor spent about three weeks in jail but
breach of peace charges were dropped.

St. Leonard’s is a halfway house located on
Washington and Hoyne on the westside of
Chicago, in the Henry Horner Housing Project
area across the street from the Mile Square
Community Health Center where I worked for
a number of years. Father Taylor began work-
ing at St. Leonard’s House in the 1950’s with
ex-convicts and also worked as a chaplain at
Cook County Jail. by the end of the decade,
he had helped to build St. Leonard’s from a
small service for only a handful of ex-convicts
to a well-regarded refuge for men looking to
rebuild their lives. In 1963, he was appointed
executive director and led St. Leonard’s
House until 1970.

When he first got involved with St.
Leonard’s House, Father Taylor lived with his
wife and children at the westside halfway
house in the midst of what was usually called
a ghetto. He opened himself up to ex-offend-
ers and helped them to get jobs. ‘‘He was one
of the greatest priests I’ve ever known,’’ said
Father Jones. ‘‘When he gave his heart and
soul to the ex-prisoners they learned that peo-
ple were not all down on them.’’ Father Taylor
later joined the Episcopal Diocese of Chicago
in 1980, as the director of the Office of Pas-
toral Care, in 1987, he became director of pro-
gram and mission for the diocese. For years
he worked with his wife, also a social worker,
and together they helped scores of people
overcome alcohol and drug addictions.

When you give of yourself that is when you
truly give. Robert Taylor, an advocate for the
poor, truly gave of himself.
f

THE MAINTAIN UNITED STATES
TRADE LAW RESOLUTION

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, today, I,
along with over 100 of my colleagues, intro-

duced the Maintain United States Trade
(MUST) Law Resolution. This resolution will
send a clear message to our trading partners
that the President and the Congress will main-
tain our antidumping and countervailing duty
laws. This measure will put the House on
record as opposing the renegotiation of these
critical trade laws at the upcoming Seattle
round of the World Trade Organization. These
laws are the cornerstone of a free and fair
open market policy, and represent one of the
few means of redress for American producers
and workers.

According to the U.S. International Trade
Association, as of March 1, 1999, over 290
products from 59 different countries were
under antidumping and countervailing duty or-
ders. Following my statement are a list of over
120 of these products. Throughout the steel
crisis, antidumping and countervailing duty
laws have represented one of the few means
of relief for American steel workers. These
laws are far reaching and affect countless
products throughout the United States. It is im-
perative that the administration uphold these
important trade laws at the WTO Seattle
Round.

The World Trade Organization’s Ministerial
Conference, to be held in Seattle from Novem-
ber 30 to December 3, 1999, will launch a
new round of trade negotiations. These talks
will focus on reshaping WTO rules regarding
agriculture, services, and intellectual property.
However, many foreign countries are seeking
to expand the agenda in order to debate the
WTO’s antidumping and countervailing duty
laws. The MUST Law Resolution will allow the
Administration to attend the Seattle negotia-
tions with a unified statement from the Con-
gress declaring that the United States must
not agree to reopen negotiations on any anti-
dumping and countervailing duty laws.

The MUST Law Resolution will call upon the
President to not participate in any international
negotiation in which antidumping and
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiation
agenda, refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws and enforcement policies
of the United States, and enforce the anti-
dumping and countervailing duty laws vigor-
ously in all pending and future cases.

We, as elected members of Congress, have
the obligation to protect American producers
and workers from unfair foreign trade prac-
tices. Consequently, I urge my colleagues to
cosponsor and support this resolution to pro-
tect free and fair trade.

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

Canned Pineapple Fruit, In Shell Pis-
tachios, Fresh Kiwifruit, Fresh, Chilled and
Frozen Pork, Fresh Cut Flowers, Frozen
Concentrated Orange Juice, Red Raspberries,
Preserved Mushrooms, Live Swine, Lamb
Meat, Sugar, Pasta, Codfish, Honey, Garlic,
Rice, Wool, Agricultural Tillage Tools,
Freshwater Crawfish Tailmeat, Fresh and
Chilled Atlantic Salmon, Fresh Atlantic
Groundfish.

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS

Dry-cleaning Machinery, Carbon Steel
Wire Rod, Barbed Wire and Barbless Wire
Strand, Line and Pressure Pipe, Oil Country
Tubular Goods, Iron Construction Castings,
Malleable Cast Iron Pipe Fittings, Brass
Sheet and Strip, Industrial Nitrocellulose,
Stainless Wire Rod, New Steel Rails, Tapered
Roller Bearings, Heavy Forged Hand Tools,

Chrome-plated Lug Nuts, Tungsten Ore Con-
centrates, Compact Ductile Iron Waterworks
Fittings, Helical Spring Lock Washers,
Brake Rotors, Nitrile Rubber, Mechanical
Transfer Presses, Drafting Machines and
Parts Thereof, Gray Portland Cement and
Cement Clinker, Gas Turbon Compressors,
Extruded Rubber Thread, Low Fuming Braz-
ing Copper Wire & Rod, Industrial Nitro-
cellulose, Industrial Phosphoric Acid, Pro-
fessional Electric Cutting/sanding/grinding
Tools, Collated Roofing Nails, Antifriction
Bearings, Calcium Aluminate Cement & Ce-
ment Clinker, Large Newspaper Presses &
Components, Industrial Belts, Industrial
Phosphoric Acid, Pressure Sensitive Plastic
Tape, Brass Fire Protection Products, Inter-
nal Combustion Industrial Forklift Trucks.

MANUFACTURING MATERIALS

Silicon Metal, Ferrosilicon,
Silocomanganese, Elemental Sulphur, Pure
and Alloy Magnesium, Potassium Permanga-
nate, Chloropicrin, Barium Chloride, Man-
ganese Metal, Sodium Thiosulfate, Sulfanilic
Acid, Sebacic Acid, Furfuryl Alcohol, Gly-
cine, Polyvinyl Alcohol, Sorbitol, Anhydrous
Sodium Metasilicate, Granular Polytetra-
fluoroethylene Resin, Roller Chain Other
than Bicycle, Methione, Synthetic, Mel-
amine in Crystal Form, Calcium Hypo-
chlorite, Benzyle P-hydrosybenzoate, Poly-
ethylene Terephthalate (PET) Film, Aramid
Fiber of PPD–T, Uranium, Titanium Sponge,
Ferrovanadium and Nitrided Vanadium,
Solid Urea, Animal Glue, Inedible Gelatin,
Electrolyte Manganese Dioxide, Persulfates.

COMMERCIAL AND HOUSEHOLD GOODS

Melamine Institutional Dinnerware, Por-
celain-on-steel Cooking Ware, Top-of-the-
stove Stainless Steel Cooking Ware, Aspirin,
Leather, Spun Acrylic Yarn, Paper Clips,
Pencils, Cased, Textiles, Castor Oil Products,
Cotton Shop Towels, Petroleum Wax Can-
dles, Natural Bristle Paint Brushes and
Brush Heads, Coumarin, Greig Polyester Cot-
ton Print Cloth, Sparklers.

TECHNOLOGY AND ELECTRONICS

Color Television Receivers, Telephone Sys-
tems and Subassemblies, Drams of 1 Megabit
& above, Multiangle Laser Light Scattering
Instrument Semiconductors, 3.5 Prime;
Microdisks & Media Thereof, Static Random
Access Memory, Random-access Memory
Chips, Memory Semiconductors, Video Ran-
dom Access Memory, Color Picture Tubes,
Defrost Timers, Cellular Mobile Telephones
& Subassemblies, Supercomputers.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JOHN M. SPRATT, JR.
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to

ask that I might have a statement placed in
the RECORD. On rollcall vote No. 430 on the
bill H.R. 1402, I mistakenly voted ‘‘yes’’ when
in fact I intended to vote ‘‘no’’ on this amend-
ment.
f

TORTURE VICTIMS RELIEF
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1999

SPEECH OF

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, September 21, 1999
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in

strong support of this important human rights
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bill that protects and provides hope to sur-
vivors of torture.

I join my colleagues in acknowledging the
outstanding work of the center for Victims of
torture (CVT) located in my home state of Min-
nesota. I had the honor or participating in a
special event in Minnesota earlier this summer
in celebration of the second United Nations
International Day in Support of torture Victims
by planting a tree that symbolizes the growth
and healing that the CVT hopes to bring to
survivors of torture.I commend the hard work
and efforts of the CVT for treating these bro-
ken persons and injured spirits; trying to take
away the living nightmares of these victims.
They refer to this as ‘‘rising from the ashes,’’
in terms of these broken spirits and broken
bodies that are delivered to our shores and
communities.

We must surely embrace these persons and
give them protection fro religious and political
persecution. We must be cognizant of the fact
that they are going to need more than just ref-
uge in this country. They need a helping hand.

According to the CVT, it is estimated that as
many as 400,000 victims of torture now reside
in the United States, with an estimated 12,000
to 15,000 residing in Minnesota. The Center’s
clients have come from around the world—52
percent from Africa, 25 percent from South
and Southeast Asia, 11 percent from Latin
America, six percent from the Middle East and
three percent from Eastern Europe. An esti-
mated two-thirds of CVT clients are seeking
asylum from persecution at the time they first
contact the Center.

Many torture survivors suffer from severe
psychological effects such as fear, guilt, night-
mares, flashbacks, anxiety and depression.
The debilitating nature of torture makes it ex-
tremely difficult for survivors to hold steady
jobs, study for new professions and careers,
or acquire other skills needed for a successful
integration into our nation’s culture and econ-
omy. Congress should provide hope for these
talented, educated and productive people who
were purposefully disabled by their own gov-
ernments.

In response to this human suffering, I was
a cosponsor of the Torture Victims Relief Act
that was enacted into law last Congress, and
I continue to strongly support this legislation in
the 106th Congress. This Reauthorization
builds upon last year’s success and provides
an important first step in healing the wounds
of government-inflicted torture on individuals,
their families and their communities. Specifi-
cally, this bill authorizes $10 million for the
next three years for grants to centers and pro-
grams that treat victims of torture in foreign
countries and centers and programs in the
United States that aid victims of torture. Such
funds will cover the costs of supporting torture
victims, including rehabilitation, social and
legal services and research and training for
health care providers. Furthermore, this legis-
lation funds $5 million per year for the U.S.
contribution to the UN Voluntary Fund to find
new and innovative ways to support torture
victims treatment programs and encourage the
development of such programs. Finally, this
bill provides training for foreign service officers
to help them identify torture and its effects
upon innocent civilians.

Torture is a crime against humanity. It is the
single most effective weapon against democ-
racy. As members of Congress, it is our re-
sponsibility to protect and shield the world

from this strategic tool of repression. I urge all
members to support this much needed Reau-
thorization which will respond to the evils of
torture and its physical, social, emotional and
spiritual consequences upon our communities.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE INTER-
COUNTRY ADOPTION ACT OF 1999,
H.R. 2909

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
introduce today the ‘‘Intercountry Adoption Act
of 1999’’ along with 36 of my colleagues. This
is an important consumer measure that will
protect American adoptive parents and the
children from other nations they want to adopt.

This bipartisan bill provides the Executive
Branch with the necessary authorities to im-
plement the Hague Convention on Protection
of Children and Cooperation in Respect of
Intercountry Adoption.

The Hague Convention was developed in
response to abuses in the intercountry adop-
tion process, including illegal child trafficking.
The Hague Convention sets forth standards
and procedures that can be recognized and
followed by countries involved with inter-
country adoptions. This legal framework pro-
vides protection to the adoptive children and
their families by ensuring that agencies and in-
dividuals involved in the intercountry adoption
process meet standards of competence, eth-
ical behavior and financial soundness.

Americans are widely engaged in inter-
national adoptions. American adopted over
13,000 children international in 1997. By
adopting the system developed by the Hague
Convention, we can ensure that these adop-
tions are completed with a minimal risk of
fraud, child abuse or illegal child trafficking.

Mr. Speaker, this bill adheres to two impor-
tant principles. First, the legislation fully meets
the requirements of the Hague Convention
without attempting to reach beyond those re-
quirements. Secondly, the bill does not over-
ride state laws on adoption except where it is
absolutely necessary to conform with the
Hague Convention.

Under our bill, the State Department will
monitor intercountry adoption cases and liaise
with foreign governments on behalf of adop-
tive parents. In addition, State will maintain a
case registry to track all adoptions involving
immigration of a child into the U.S. and all
adoptions involving emigration from the U.S.
to any other Convention country.

The bill also designates the Department of
Health and Human Services with the responsi-
bility of accrediting adoption service providers.
In allows for HHS to designate one or more
private, non-profit organizations to serve as
accrediting entities. The bill also provides
oversight authority and prescribes actions that
can be taken by the Secretary of HHS should
an accrediting agency or an accredited entity
fail to comply with the standards.

My intention is to promptly move ahead with
this legislation and the International Relations
Committee plans to hold hearings on this leg-
islation in the near future. I greatly appreciate
the interest and assistance provided by my
colleagues in crafting this bill. I look forward to

working with House members as we move this
bill forward.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE
INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTION OF 1999

HON. DAVE CAMP
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to
join with my friend and colleague, the Chair-
man of the House International Relations
Committee BENJAMIN GILMAN, in introducing
the Intercountry Adoption Act of 1999, legisla-
tion to implement the Hague Convention on
Intercountry Adoption. His leadership on this
important issue is a testament to his concern
for the safety and well-being of children look-
ing forward to permanent and loving adoptive
families.

More and more, American couples are look-
ing abroad as they seek to expand their fami-
lies through adoption. The United States
adopts more children than any other country.
We’re the land of opportunity, in so many
ways, and intercountry adoption is yet another
example of that fact. As the world’s leader in
adopting children of other countries, we have
a responsibility to ensure that intercountry
adoption take place in a way that guarantees
the children’s safety and fully protects the
rights of both the adoptive parents and the
birth parents.

For that reason, the United States in 1994
signed the Hague Intercountry Adoption Con-
vention, which establishes basic international
procedures for concluding safe intercountry
adoptions. We’ve heard too many stories
about the small minority of unscrupulous
agencies and individuals who have brided par-
ents or foreign officials, deceived prospective
adoptive parents about the costs of an adop-
tion or actually who the child is that they are
adopting, and even stories about the selling of
children. Though such horror stories are a
small minority, we need to ensure that inter-
national standards are in place so only com-
petent and law-abiding agencies and individ-
uals are involved in intercountry adoptions.

The Intercountry Adoption Act, which we are
introducing today, implements the Hague Con-
vention. The bill’s first main provision would
establish the State Department as a ‘‘Central
Authority,’’ to monitor intercountry adoptions
and provide assistance to adoptive parents in
dealing with officials in other countries.

Secondly, the bill calls for the Department of
Health and Human Services to designate one
or more private, non-profit organizations to
serve as accrediting bodies which would then
accredit U.S. adoption service providers in ac-
cordance with strict standards of ethics, com-
petence, and financial soundness. These ac-
credited agencies could then facilitate inter-
country adoptions in other countries under the
Hague Treaty.

Mr. Speaker, we can be proud of our suc-
cess domestically, in increasing adoptions
here in the U.S. and decreasing the time
many of our children spend in foster care. Our
1997 legislation, the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act, has led to enormous increases in do-
mestic adoptions. The Intercountry Adoption
Act takes the next step, to ensure that inter-
national adoptions are safe, and that they are
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in the best interests of the child, the birth par-
ents, and the adoptive parents. I look forward
to working with Chairman GILMAN and other
Members of Congress interested in inter-
national adoption, and I urge my colleagues to
join us in supporting this important legislation.
f

PROTECTING CHILDREN IN
INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTIONS

HON. SAM GEJDENSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Inter-Country Adoption Act of
1999, bipartisan legislation that has been in-
troduced today. This legislation, of which I am
an original co-sponsor, seeks to implement the
Hague Convention on Protection of Children
and Cooperation in Respect of Intercountry
Adoption (the ‘‘Hague Convention’’), which the
President transmitted to the Senate for its ad-
vice and consent on June 11, 1999.

For many years, children from across the
world have found loving and nurturing homes
here in the United States. American families
have opened their arms to these needy chil-
dren who might otherwise have remained or-
phans in their own countries. Likewise, while
fewer in number, U.S. children are also placed
with foreign nationals who seek to grow their
families through adoption. And yet, amid the
many shining examples of successful inter-
country adoptions, there remain a substantial
amount of cases where the results have not
been as positive. For this reason, it is abso-
lutely imperative that we take prompt action to
ratify and implement the Hague Convention
here in the United States—above all, to pro-
tect the rights of, and prevent abuses against,
children, birth families and adoptive parents in-
volved in inter-country adoptions. The Conven-
tion provides a legal framework whereby
agencies and individuals would be required to
meet internationally agreed upon standards of
competence, financial soundness and ethical
behavior.

The legislation before you today would also
ensure that such adoptions are indeed in the
children’s best interests. Among other matters,
it establishes a central point of contact for
intercountry adoptions under the Convention,
provides for minimum standards for agencies
and other persons involved in facilitating inter-
country adoptions, and includes stiff civil and
criminal penalties for anyone involved in mis-
conduct such as fraud relating to intercountry
adoptions. Through these and other mecha-
nisms, this bill would facilitate the Federal
Government’s efforts to assist U.S. citizens
seeking to adopt children from abroad and
residents of other Convention countries seek-
ing to adopt children from the United States.
At the same time, this bill seeks to achieve
these objectives in a way that would not pre-
empt state law except to the minimum extent
necessary.

There is no reason why we should not take
this important step towards safeguarding the
rights of needy children, their birth parents and
adoptive families. We must work together to
strengthen international cooperation in adop-
tion cases and do everything within our power
to prevent abuses. I want to commend Chair-
man GILMAN for his work in introducing this

legislation, the many members who worked to-
gether to fashion a bipartisan bill, and all
members who have joined us as original co-
sponsors of this legislation.

Please join me in pledging your support for
the Inter-Country Adoption Act of 1999.
f

HAGUE INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTION
ACT

HON. TOM BLILEY
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I am a proud co-

sponsor of the Hague Intercountry Adoption
Act introduced today on behalf of thousands of
children and adoptive families. After months of
work,this bill represents a bipartisan approach
to address only the issues necessary to imple-
ment the Hague Convention on Intercountry
Adoption. The future success of this bill dic-
tates that we fulfill our obligations under the
Hague Convention and leave all other matters
for another time.

As an adoptive father, adoption is very close
to my heart. My profound commitment to help-
ing vulnerable children has been shown in leg-
islation I have sponsored to promote adoption
over the years. I am committed to helping chil-
dren without parents in the U.S. and around
the world join a loving home. The Hague Inter-
country Adoption Act builds upon a foundation
established by adoptive families in America.
The willingness of many families to travel
across the world to adopt orphaned children
shows the true spirit of America.

Thousands of children worldwide are waiting
helplessly for parents to read to them, to teach
them how to tie shoe laces, to say bedtime
prayers with them, and to eat ice-cream with
them on a summer night. It is in the best inter-
est for a child to be part of a loving family.
Only as a last resort should intercountry adop-
tion be a option. However, after all steps to
place a child for adoption in their birth country
are exhausted, intercountry adoption must be
a viable and safe option for the children and
adoptive parents. It takes a great deal of faith
for one country to allow their children to be
adopted by people from another country. As a
result, officials in other countries are looking
for accountability at a federal level to ensure
the safety and rights of their children.

In the last year, I have met with several
Members of the Russian Duma and the Direc-
tor General of China Center on Adoption Af-
fairs. I informed both delegations that the U.S.
Congress places significant emphasis on the
future of intercountry adoption. The Hague
Intercountry Act specifically addresses the
issue of a central authority in the U.S. State
Department for other countries to contact in
case there is a problem with an intercountry
adoption.

Adoptive parents will benefit by an accredi-
tation system required by all agencies who
provide intercountry adoption services. A
strong accreditation process will help prevent
some people from taking advantage of vulner-
able parents in the process of building a family
through adoption. Adoptive parents in America
deserve to know that their adoption agency
has passed a vigorous and thorough accredi-
tation standard.

Adoptive parents and government officials
demand to know unethical behavior will not be

tolerated. The Hague Intercountry Adoption
Act provides for civil money penalties up to
$25,000 for a first violation and up to $50,000
for each subsequent violation by unscrupulous
individuals and agencies.

In order to ensure ethical behavior for all in-
volved, the above-mentioned civil penalties
apply to any individual who provides adoption
services in the United States in connection
with Convention adoptions without proper ac-
creditation or approval. Additionally, if one pro-
vide false statements, improperly induces con-
sent from a birth mother to relinquish her pa-
rental rights or violates the privacy provisions
contained in Section 401, they will also be
subject to fines of up to $25,000 and $50,000.
Criminal penalties in the same amounts will
also apply for violations. The strong enforce-
ment provisions included in the Hague Inter-
country Adoption Act are a necessary tool to
ensure penalties go far beyond the cost of
merely doing business.

Rarely does Congress have an opportunity
to improve the lives of children and families.
The Hague Intercountry Adoption Act gives
the U.S. Congress an opportunity to stand-up
and reaffirm our support for intercountry adop-
tion.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE INTER-
COUNTRY ADOPTION ACT OF 1999

HON. WILLIAM D. DELAHUNT
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to
join with Chairman GILMAN and over 30 of our
colleagues in introducing the Intercountry
Adoption Act of 1999.

This bipartisan legislation will implement the
Hague Convention on Protection of Children
and Cooperation in Respect of Intercountry
Adoption (the ‘‘Hague Convention’’), which the
President transmitted to the Senate for its ad-
vice and consent on June 11, 1999.

Prompt U.S. ratification and implementation
of the Hague Convention is of enormous im-
portance to many thousands of needy children
throughout the world and the American fami-
lies who adopt them. The Convention estab-
lishes a legal framework for protecting these
children and families by ensuring that agen-
cies and individuals involved in the inter-
country adoption process meet standards of
competence, financial soundness, and ethical
behavior. It creates a structure to strengthen
international cooperation in adoption cases,
and to ease the burdens of what can be an
expensive, time-consuming and stressful proc-
ess.

As the adoptive parent of a child born over-
seas, I know what the Convention will mean to
countless families like mine.

The Intercountry Adoption Act provides a
blueprint that will enable the United States to
carry out its obligations under the Convention,
ensuring reciprocal recognition of adoptions by
the United States and other Convention coun-
tries, eliminating much current paperwork con-
nected with the legalization of documents, and
creating legally enforceable safeguards for
adoptive children and their families.

The bill designates the Department of State
as the ‘‘central authority’’ for the United
States, with responsibility for liaison with the
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central authorities of other Convention coun-
tries and the coordination of Convention activi-
ties by persons subject to U.S. jurisdiction.

The bill also assigns certain key functions to
various domestic agencies, to be carried out in
consultation with the Secretary of State. The
Secretary of Health and Human Services is
given responsibility for overseeing the accredi-
tation and approval of organizations and indi-
viduals providing adoption services in the
United States in connection with Convention
adoptions. To the Attorney General are given
various duties related to immigration, record
keeping and privacy requirements.

This legislation is the culmination of many
months of hard work, and is the result of ex-
tensive consultation with many parties, includ-
ing the administration and the U.S. adoption
community.

We have taken a ‘‘minimalist’’ approach to
our task, deferring, wherever possible, to the
state laws by which we have always regulated
adoption in this country, and resisting attempts
to use the bill as a vehicle for carrying out
changes to domestic adoption practices at the
federal level that are not required to bring our
laws into compliance with the Convention.

Our goal throughout this process has been
to put adoptive children first, through the
prompt ratification and implementation of the
Convention. We have done our utmost to
steer clear of extraneous issues that might
delay or derail that objective

The International Relations Committee and
the Committee on Ways and Means will short-
ly begin consideration of this legislation, and it
is my sincere hope that the bill will move for-
ward expeditiously in the same spirit of co-
operation that has enabled us to reach this
milestone.
f

AMERICA’S SENIORS DESERVE
FAIRNESS

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is no se-
cret that drug manufactures all across the na-
tion have and continue to engage in the unfor-
tunate practice of price discrimination. On the
brunt end of this discrimination is our senior
citizens, a constituency who by no means de-
serves this ill and insensitive treatment.
Today, seniors who purchase their own pre-
scription drugs are forced to pay twice as
much for their drugs as the federal govern-
ment and Health Maintenance Organizations
(HMOs). This financial burden must be elimi-
nated and this discrimination must come to an
end. Fairness for our seniors can prevail by
Congress addressing this situation now.

Price discrimination on the part of drug
manufacturers in this country has brought dev-
astating effects on older Americans. Acting on
their vulnerability, drug manufacturers have
taken advantage of older Americans while giv-
ing breaks to their most favored customers:
the federal government and HMOs. The exor-
bitant cost of prescription drugs forces seniors
to choose between buying food to feed them-
selves, paying the electric bill to warm their
home in the brutal winter, and paying for the
medications they so desperately need to stay
healthy and well. It is not fair to put seniors,

who have limited and fixed incomes, in a situ-
ation of having to choose between life’s ne-
cessities. Allowing this discrimination and un-
fairness to continue is simply wrong and only
exacerbates this situation.

Mr. Speaker, there is a solution to this prob-
lem. Legislation crafted by my colleagues,
TOM ALLEN, JIM TURNER, and MARION BERRY,
will reduce prescription drug prices for older
Americans by over 40 percent without any sig-
nificant cost to the federal government. I am a
proud co-sponsor of this important legislation,
H.R. 664, the Prescription Drug Fairness for
Seniors Act, which relies on market forces to
lower the costs of prescription drugs for sen-
iors. The bill would allow pharmacists to pur-
chase drugs for senior citizens at the same
price the federal government purchases pre-
scription drugs through the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, Medicaid, or other programs. My
constituents, especially the seniors on Guam
know all to well the dilemma of acquiring
needed medication without sacrificing the
other essential necessities of life, strongly sup-
port this legislation and have called upon me
to urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, I want to particularly thank my
colleague, Congressman TOM ALLEN, for his
diligent work in bringing this issue to our atten-
tion, of his work in sponsoring this legislation
and for his unwavering commitment to older
Americans. Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that
the Prescription Drug Fairness for Seniors Act
receives its due consideration and reaches the
floor for passage as soon as possible. Our
senior citizens deserve no less than affordable
medication and a Congress that cares.
f

DEVASTATING EARTHQUAKE HITS
TAIWAN

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, a devastating
earthquake struck Taiwan earlier this week.
The quake was centered 90 miles south of
Taipei in Nantou county. Registering 7.6 on
the Richter scale, the quake has claimed more
than 1,800 lives and destroyed hundreds of
homes. Thousands more are believed to be
trapped in the rubble, and the death toll is ex-
pected to increase. Aftershocks continue to
rumble through Taiwan.

The earthquake crippled Taiwan’s infrastruc-
ture in the hardest hit areas. Phone, power
and water lines were knocked out. Over
100,000 people were left homeless sleeping
on blankets in makeshift shelter areas. Roads
are barely usable as large gashes crisscross
many of the main thoroughfares in central Tai-
wan making it extremely difficult for rescue
workers to deliver aid.

I understand that a number of Americans
may have family or friends in Taiwan. Many of
them may be extremely worried due to the
lack of information and the inability to contact
them by phone. I call upon the U.S. Depart-
ment of State and the Taipei Economic and
Cultural Representative Office. Taiwan’s de
facto embassy in the U.S., to coordinate ef-
forts to keep them informed of further develop-
ments and to provide all reasonable assist-
ance in locating and determining the status of
their family and friends.

The U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment, the lead U.S. agency for international
humanitarian efforts, has activated a team of
100 search and rescue personnel and 106,000
pounds of equipment. They have also pro-
vided a general information number that can
be reached at 1–800–USAID–RELIEF. I com-
mend USAID for their swift and efficient re-
sponse to this humanitarian disaster, and I am
certain that they will continue to work closely
with Taiwan to coordinate relief efforts.

USAID has indicated the transportation of
relief goods to Taiwan is very difficult and inef-
ficient at this time, so monetary donations are
preferred. To that end, the Taipei Economic
and Cultural Representative Office established
the ‘‘Taiwan Earthquake Relief Fund’’ for indi-
viduals interested in providing support. Dona-
tions can be made to Riggs Bank, account
number 17306006, 1913 Massachusetts Ave-
nue, NW., Washington, DC, 20016.

The U.S. is not the sole nation involved in
the search and rescue effort. The response
from the international community has also
been swift. Switzerland, Germany, Singapore,
Japan and Russia have all sent personnel and
equipment to Taiwan to assist with search and
rescue efforts.

All the rescue teams are working non-stop
to comb through the rubble in search of sur-
vivors. God bless them for their tireless and
courageous efforts.

My thoughts and prayers are with them all
in the aftermath of this tragic disaster.
f

U.S. CONGRESSIONAL LETTER
CALLS FOR RELEASE OF POLIT-
ICAL PRISONERS IN INDIA

HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, last month
several of my colleagues and I sent a letter to
Indian Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee
calling for the release of political prisoners in
India. So far we have received no response.

According to Amnesty International, thou-
sands of political prisoners are being held in il-
legal detention without charge or trial. Several
Sikh political prisoners wrote a letter from the
Nabha Security jail on the Sikh Nation’s 300th
anniversary in which they urged Sikhs to get
involved in getting them released. Some of
these Sikh political prisoners have been held
since 1984. Fifteen years in illegal detention
without charge or trials is the tactic of a police
state, not of the democracy India claims to be.

Our letter reminds the Indian leader that if
India is going to proclaim its democratic prin-
ciples, it should release all political prisoners
and bring the police who have committed
atrocities against the Sikhs to justice. If it does
not, we should be ready to take appropriate
action to deprive India of the privileges that
accrue to democratic and friendly countries.

If India continues to oppress its minorities
and hold thousands of political prisoners with-
out charge of trial, America should stop aid
and trade to the repressive Indian regime. In
addition, we should support self-determination
for all the nations and peoples of South Asia.
This is the way to ensure that all the people
and nations of South Asia may live in free-
dom.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to place the Con-

gressional letter to Prime Minister Vajpayee
into the RECORD.

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 30, 1999.

Hon. ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE,
Prime Minister of India, Chanakyapuri, New

Delhi, India.
DEAR MR. PRIME MINISTER: We are very

disturbed by a recent Amnesty International
report that thousands of political prisoners
are being held in Indian prisons without
charge or trial. In a democracy, there should
not be political prisoners.

In addition, a group of political prisoners
held at Nabha Security Jail wrote to the
Sikhs earlier this year asking for help in get-
ting them released. There are thousands of
Sikh political prisoners being held in India.
Some Sikh political prisoners have been held
since 1984 without charge or trial. How can a
country that proclaims its support for demo-
cratic principles continue to hold political
prisoners?

Human-rights activist Jaswant Singh
Khalra wrote a report showing that tens of
thousands of Sikhs were abducted, tortured,
murdered, and declared ‘‘unidentified,’’ then
their bodies were cremated. After Mr. Khalra
published this report, he was kidnapped by
the police and they killed him six weeks
later, according to a witness. The police re-
sponsible for this act have never been pun-
ished, despite a court order. Neither has
Swaran Singh Ghotna, the police officer re-
sponsible for the torture and murder of Akal
Takht Jathedar Gurdev Singh Kaunke, who
was torn in half.

Mr. Khalra’s findings were confirmed by a
recently-issued report from the Committee
for Coordination on Disappearances in Pun-
jab, which issued an ‘‘interim report’’ that
identifies at least 838 cases of arbitrary exe-
cution and secret cremation. These are not
the acts of a democratic country.

As members of the United States Congress,
we will be watching with interest the actions
that you take. If these kinds of acts con-
tinue, we will be forced to consider cutting
off American aid and trade to India. We ex-
pect a democratic state like India to live up
to the principles of democracy and the rule
of law.

Sincerely,
Edolphus Towns, Dan Burton, William

Jefferson, Roscoe Bartlett, John T.
Doolittle, Jack Metcalf, Sam Farr,
George Radanovich, Eni Faleomavaega,
Bobby L. Rush, James Traficant, Wally
Herger, Gary Condit, Lincoln Diaz-
Balart, Peter King, J.C. Watts, Donald
Payne, Cynthia McKinney, Brian P.
Bilbray, Major R. Owens, Bernard
Sanders, Richard Pombo, Albert R.
Wynn, Carlos Romero-Barceló, James
Rogan, Duke Cunningham, Ileana Ros-
Lehtinen, David McIntosh, Collin C.
Peterson.

f

THE INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTION
ACT

HON. EARL POMEROY
OF NORTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I am delighted
to join my colleagues from both sides of the
aisle today in introducing the Intercountry
Adoption Act. By providing for the implementa-
tion of the Hague Convention, this legislation
will help unite American families with waiting
children from around the world.

For years, American families have reached
across cultural and national boundaries to em-
brace children through international adoption.
In 1998 alone, almost 16,000 children were
adopted by Americans from abroad. By sign-
ing the Hague Convention on the Protection of
Children and Cooperation in Respect of Inter-
country Adoption, the United States and over
60 other nations recognized the importance of
international adoption. The Hague Convention
creates a structure to strengthen cooperation
among nations in adoption and protects adop-
tive families from fraud and abuse.

Although the United States signed the
Hague Convention in 1994, Congress has yet
to ratify and implement the Convention. The
Intercountry Adoption Act, by providing for the
enactment of the Hague Convention, would
strengthen the process that builds thousands
of international adoptive families every year.
Our legislation sends a strong signal that the
United States is committed to providing per-
manent homes for its own children and for
children all across the globe.

Mr. Speaker, the Hague Convention pro-
motes cooperation among national govern-
ments, but its most significant impact is deeply
personal. My own family was forever changed
and enriched by the adoption of our two chil-
dren from Korea. I am profoundly grateful to
have Kathryn and Scott in my life. The legisla-
tion we introduce today will allow me to ex-
press my gratitude by aiding efforts to unite
every waiting child in every nation with a ‘‘for-
ever family.’’
f

SPANISH PEAKS WILDERNESS ACT
OF 1999

SPEECH OF

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 13, 1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, thank you for
the opportunity to make additional remarks re-
garding the bill H.R. 898, the Spanish Peaks
Wilderness Act of 1999, which I had the pleas-
ure of introducing and sponsoring in Congress
this year.

This legislation will give permanent protec-
tion, in the form of wilderness, to the heart of
the beautiful Spanish Peaks area in Colorado.
The bill is cosponsored by several of my col-
leagues from Colorado, including Mr. SCHAF-
FER, whose district includes the portion of the
Spanish Peaks within Las Animas County. I
am also pleased to be joined by Mr. HEFLEY,
Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr. MARK UDALL of Colo-
rado. I greatly appreciate their assistance and
support.

Also, across the Capitol, Senator ALLARD
has introduced an identical companion bill. I
would like to extend my appreciation to the
Senator for his active support of this worth-
while legislation. I would also like to thank
Chairman YOUNG and Subcommittee Chair-
woman CHENOWETH for their work in the Com-
mittee on Resources to get this bill through
committee quickly and onto the floor.

Finally, I would offer a note of appreciation
and thanks to the former Members of Con-
gress whose efforts made today’s legislation
possible. First, approximately 20 years ago,
Senator William Armstrong of Colorado began
this worthwhile process by proposing wilder-

ness in Colorado, and in 1986, Senator Arm-
strong proposed protected status and man-
agement for the Spanish Peaks. His efforts set
in place the foundation upon which today’s bill
is built. Second, I would like to thank the
former Congressman from the Second District
of Colorado, Mr. Skaggs. Together, he and I
introduced this legislation in the 105th Con-
gress, which passed the House but due to
time constraints did not pass the Senate. The
efforts by both of these individual legislators
helped make this bill possible.

The mountains known as the Spanish
Peaks are two volcanic peaks in Las Animas
and Huerfano Counties. The eastern peak
rises to 12,683 feet above sea level, while the
summit of the western peak reaches 13,626
feet. The two served as landmarks for native
Americans as well as some of Colorado’s
other early settlers.

With this history, it’s not surprising that the
Spanish Peaks portion of the San Isabel Na-
tional Forest was included in 1977 on the Na-
tional Registry of Natural Landmarks. The
Spanish Peaks area has outstanding scenic,
geologic, and wilderness values, including a
spectacular system of over 250 free-standing
dikes and ramps of volcanic materials radi-
ating from the peaks. The lands covered by
this bill are not only beautiful and part of a rich
heritage, but also provide an excellent source
of recreation. The State of Colorado has des-
ignated the Spanish Peaks as a natural area,
and they are a popular destination for hikers
seeking an opportunity to enjoy an unmatched
vista of southeastern Colorado’s mountains
and plains.

The Forest Service originally reviewed and
recommended the Spanish Peaks area for
possible wilderness designation in 1979. The
process since then has involved several steps,
and during that time, the Forest Service has
been able to acquire most of the inholdings
within Spanish Peaks area. So the way is now
clear for Congress to finish the job and des-
ignate the Spanish Peaks area as part of the
National Wilderness Preservation System.

The bill before the House would designate
as wilderness about 18,000 acres of the San
Isabel National Forest, including both of the
Spanish Peaks as well as the slopes below
and between them. This includes most of the
lands originally recommended for wilderness
by the Forest Service, but with boundary revi-
sions that will exclude some private lands. I
would like to note that Senator ALLARD and I
have made significant efforts to address local
concerns about the wilderness designation, in-
cluding: (1) adjusting the boundary slightly to
exclude certain lands that are likely to have
the capacity for mineral production; and (2)
excluding from the wilderness a road used by
locals for access to the beauty of the Spanish
Peaks. Senator ALLARD and I did not act to in-
troduce this bill until a local consensus was
achieved on the wilderness designation.

The bill itself is very simple. It would just
add the Spanish Peaks area to the list of
areas designated as wilderness by the Colo-
rado Wilderness Act of 1993. As a result, all
the provisions of that act—including the provi-
sions related to water—would apply to the
Spanish Peaks area just as they do to the
other areas on that list. Like all the areas now
on that list, the Spanish Peaks area covered
by this bill is a headwaters area, which for all
practical purposes eliminates the possibility of
water conflicts. There are no water diversions
within the area.
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Mr. Speaker, I close my statement by thank-

ing all of my fellow members for your time and
by urging all Members of the House to support
of passage of H.R. 989.
f

STUDENT PRIVACY PROTECTION
ACT

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, as kids get settled in to school this
year, I want to make sure that they and their
parents are aware of a disturbing trend taking
place on campuses across the country.

Companies are increasingly entering the
classroom to acquire hard-to-get information
about the purchasing preferences and per-
sonal habits of young people. They are doing
this because kids aged 4 through 12 are the
hottest market group being targeted by retail-
ers and others.

The problem is, kids do not always know if
they are divulging personal information, and
parents may not know that their children are
spending part of their school day teaching
companies how best to target young people.

That is why I am introducing legislation
today that will protect student privacy and par-
ents’ rights to information about their children’s
education.

The legislation would prohibit schools from
letting students participate in various forms of
market research at school without their par-
ent’s written permission. My bill also would re-
quire a broad study of commercial involvement
in the classroom.

I am proud to have the support of Con-
sumers Union and the National Parent Teach-
er Association in this effort. The PTA has
been a leader in supporting efforts to improve
educational quality and Consumers Union has
been a champion of consumer’ privacy.

I strongly urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this important legislation.

Normally, we do not think of privacy and
educational quality as issues that overlap. But
the fact that both these groups are here today
illustrates how market research in schools
touches upon a range of issues that concern
diverse groups.

As you know, there is a growing concern
over privacy in this country, where Americans
are becoming increasingly aware of the fact
that the benefits of new technology can also
lead to a loss of control over personal, med-
ical and financial information.

I hear about this concern all the time. I sup-
port efforts by my colleagues to restore the
privacy protections most of us have taken for
granted.

Another major concern that nearly everyone
in California and the Nation is talking about is
the quality of our young children’s education.
For good reason, most Americans believe that
our schools are not doing enough to prepare
kids for the difficult challenges that lie ahead.

Educational quality and privacy concerns
come together when private companies seek
out the hotly contested youth market. Kids
aged 4 to 12 directly spent more than $24 bil-
lion and influenced their parents to spend
$187 billion in 1997, according to a Texas
A&M study.

The classroom is fast becoming a preferred
site to learn about student purchasing pref-
erences because, ‘‘That’s where the kids are,’’
says Alex Molnar, director of the Center for
Analysis of Commercialism in Education at the
University of Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

According to the promotional literature for
ZapMe! Corporation, a company that offers
free computers to schools, ‘‘Children in grades
K–12 are arguably the toughest audience for
marketers to reach and quite possibly the
most valuable . . . Pinpoint targeting of such
an elusive audience is made possible via the
most revolutionary educational medium in the
world, the ZapMe! Knowledge Network.’’
James Twitchell, author of ADCULT USA, for
advertisers, said that when it comes to kids in
schools, ‘‘It doesn’t get any better. These peo-
ple have not bought cars. They have not cho-
sen the kind of toothpaste they will use. This
audience is Valhalla. It’s the pot of gold at the
end of the rainbow.’’

Students should go to school to learn, not to
provide companies an edge in a hot market.
But increasing numbers of companies are tar-
geting schools as the best place to learn the
purchasing preferences of young people. Un-
fortunately, they can do this today without the
permission of parents, and sometimes without
the knowledge of the students themselves.

Parents have a right to know how their chil-
dren are spending their days at school. If par-
ents do not want their children to be objects
of market research firms while in school, they
should have the right to say no. My bill gives
parents that right.

By requiring parental consent for a student
to contribute to any market research in school,
students and parents will be able to retain
more control over how the school day is spent
and will be able to make an informed decision
as to whether to reveal personal information
that private companies otherwise might not be
able to obtain.

Existing school privacy laws only protect of-
ficial records and research funded by the Fed-
eral Department of Education. Current law
leaves a loophole for companies to go into
classrooms to get information directly from
kids without parental consent. This information
is then sold to advertisers and marketers, who
use it to target students.

Consider these examples of the growing
trend of using the classroom to solicit personal
information from kids for market research:

Kids in a New Jersey elementary school
filled out a 27-page booklet called ‘‘My All
About Me Journal’’ as part of a marketing sur-
vey for a cable television channel.

Elementary school students in Kansas an-
swered marketing questions over the school
computer.

Students in a Massachusetts elementary
school spent two days tasting cereal and an-
swering an opinion poll.

The ZapMe! Corporation provides schools
with free computers but then monitors stu-
dents’ web browsing habits, breaking the data
down by age, sex and ZIP code.

Students in Honolulu schools divulge exten-
sive buying habit information to the private
company that runs its SmartCard system. The
cards are used as student IDs as well as a
means to purchase school supplies, conces-
sion stand items and school lunches. Pro-
motional arrangements are also linked to the
card.

It is clear that companies have a powerful
incentive to go into class to solicit information

from kids. My legislation will ensure that par-
ents retain the ultimate authority to determine
if they want their kids to participate in this type
of activity at school and thereby help protect
the parent-child relationship.

By raising the issue of commercialism in the
classroom, my goal is not to usurp local deci-
sion-making by schools, but rather to protect
parents and students and encourage an in-
formed discussion of all of the costs and ben-
efits of these arrangements.

f

NORTH CAROLINA HURRICANE
FLOYD DISASTER RECOVERY

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
salute the courage and tenacity of the citizens
of my birthplace, the great State of North
Carolina. They have endured, over the last
few days, one of our Nation’s worse natural
disasters: Hurricane Floyd. I also want to lend
my support to their recovery efforts.

As fellow Brooklynite Jackie Robinson once
resonated, ‘‘a life means nothing except for
the impact it has on others.’’ At this moment,
we must all reach out and lend a helping hand
to North Carolina.

Although the impact of Hurricane Floyd was
felt from the Bahamas to New England, North
Carolina has shouldered the brunt of the
storm. Governor Jim Hunt of North Carolina
reported that at least 10,000 people are in
shelters, an estimated 1,500 people are still
stranded, and that preliminary property dam-
age figures may exceed $1.3 billion. The Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
has predicted that this could be the most chal-
lenging recovery effort in the organization’s
history. Unfortunately, it has become painfully
clear that Hurricane Floyd, combined with Hur-
ricane Dennis, is shaping up to be the worst
disaster North Carolina has ever witnessed.

So today I rise to say that this is not just a
North Carolina problem; this is a national
problem. We must all work together to ensure
that the citizens of the great Tar Heel state
fully recover from this unforgettable event.

That is why I will join with Congresswoman
EVA CLAYTON of North Carolina and other
members of Congress to send a legislative
package that will provide further relief to the
Hurricane survivors. I have also called North
Carolina Governor Jim Hunt’s office, which re-
cently organized the N.C. Hurricane Floyd Re-
lief Fund, to determine what other immediate
assistance is needed. As we speak, thou-
sands of people urgently need bottled water,
non-perishable foods, clothing and bedding.
For those who want to lend a helping hand,
the donation hotline number is 1–888–786–
7601.

Mr. Speaker, let us all take a moment out of
our busy lives to remember North Carolina. To
the citizens of North Carolina, I want you to
know that you have my unwavering support.
May God bless you.
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MIDDLESEX COUNTY AMERICAN

HUNGARIAN DEMOCRATS’ 25TH
SILVER ANNIVERSARY DINNER
DANCE

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday,
September 26th, the Middlesex County, NJ,
American Hungarian Democratic Organization
will be holding its twenty-fifth Silver Anniver-
sary Dinner Dance at the Victorian Manor in
Edison, NJ. I am proud to pay tribute to this
exciting event and the great organization be-
hind it.

The highlights of the event will include the
presentation of the Anthony M. Yelencsis Me-
morial Citizen Award to Steve J. Yelencsis,
brother of former Mayor Anthony M. Yelencsis
of Edison, the founder of the Middlesex Coun-
ty American Hungarian Democratic Organiza-
tion. The award will be presented by Anton
Yelencsis, Tony’s son.

The Anthony M. Yelencsis Memorial Schol-
arship Award is presented to high school grad-
uates of Hungarian lineage who exhibit excel-
lent scholastic achievements and other distin-
guished activities and service during their
school years. This year, the award will be pre-
sented to Valentine S. Tarr by his uncle, Ste-
ven Tarr, the Chairperson of the Scholarship
Committee.

In addition, the Distinguished Service
Awards will be presented to Helen R. Gottlieb,
Middlesex County and Edison Democratic
Vice-Chairwoman by Dr. Thomas H. Paterniti,
Edison Chairman, and to Edison Councilman
William A. Kruczak by Edison Councilman
Peter J. Barnes III for their contributions to the
community and to the organization.

Mr. Speaker, the Hungarian-American com-
munity in Middlesex County is one of the larg-
est in the Nation. The members of this com-
munity continue to make their mark on the
community in numerous ways. When Hungar-
ians left their homeland for the promise of
America, particularly in response to the impo-
sition of Communist tyranny, Middlesex Coun-
ty was one of the major areas that provided a
home and a sense of hope for the future. The
Hungarian immigrants and their sons and
daughters, in turn, have contributed mightily to
the growth and development of Central Jersey
through their hard work and commitment to
family and community.

While Hungarian-Americans have become
an integral part of the larger American com-
munity, thoughts about the great Magyar
motherland are still in their hearts and minds.
Fortunately, we live in very exciting and hope-
ful times for the development and renewal of
the Hungarian society and the steady improve-
ment of U.S.-Hungary ties. It’s hard to believe
for some, impossible to forget for others, that
just a few years ago the people of Hungary
were trapped by the harsh realities of the Cold
War, which they did not create but which
nonetheless dominated their existence.

Hungary was a leader among Central Euro-
pean nations in establishing a democratic sys-
tem, before the fall of the Berlin Wall. In the
last decade, Hungary has steadily transformed
itself into an independent, democratic, market-
oriented society, integrated into Europe and
the international trading network, a member of

NATO and a serious candidate for member-
ship in the European Union. Unlike other
areas of Europe where ancient hatreds have
been allowed to fester, Hungary has worked to
repair damaged relations with its neighbor Ro-
mania. Hungary, in particular among its neigh-
bors, has shown an impressive degree of sta-
bility. Even during the Cold War, Hungary
worked very hard against tough odds to estab-
lish itself as a society independent of Soviet
domination in certain key political and eco-
nomic spheres, and was granted Most Fa-
vored Nation status by the U.S. in 1978. Free
and fair elections and a proliferation of political
parties allow Hungarians of all viewpoints to
participate in society. Even parties affiliated
with former Communists maintain a commit-
ment to maintaining integration with Western
institutions.

A sister-city relationship has been estab-
lished between New Brunswick, the county
seat of Middlesex County, and Debrecen,
Hungary, an arrangement to benefit the peo-
ple of both communities. Developing business
partnerships between New Jersey and Hun-
gary will be good for business on both sides
of the Atlantic, creating jobs and providing an
increased flow of, and access to, goods and
services. It’s also good for peace and stability,
removing the shadow of fear and suspicion
that so often got in the way of U.S.-Hungarian
relations during the bad old days of the Cold
War.

I also want to pay special tribute to Hungary
for its contributions to NATO in the operations
in the former Yugoslavia, and in taking in refu-
gees from those terrible conflicts. The insta-
bility in many of the surrounding lands will
continue to test the ability of the new Hun-
garian democracy to be a force of stability. I
am confident that democracy, civil and human
rights and a healthy growing economy will tri-
umph in Hungary, given the strong character,
values and traditions of the Hungarian people
and the help and support from the United
States and other Western democracies.

To the leaders and members of the Mid-
dlesex County American Hungarian Demo-
cratic Organization, I say, Kosonom! (Thank
you) and Egeszsegere! (To your health).
f

TRIBUTE TO LA AGENCIA DE ORCI
AND ASOCIADOS

HON. DANNY K. DAVIS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to pay tribute to a new busi-
ness which is locating and office on my Con-
gressional District. La Agencia de Orci and
Asociados, is one of the most successful His-
panic owner and operated advertising agen-
cies in the United States and I pay tribute to
them for their vision and commitment to better
serve the needs of the Hispanic/Latino and
other communities.

Established in 1986, in Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia, La Agencia de Orci and Asociados
opened offices (today), in Chicago, Illinois at
401 N. Michigan Avenue to better provide
service to its clients in the Midwest and
throughout the Country. The people and the
business community of Chicago, unique in
their diversity, will greatly benefit from La

Agencia’s innovative marketing philosophies
such as ‘‘Share of Heart.’’ Acknowledged as
1998, Established Business of the Year by the
Latin Business Association, La Agencia clients
include Allstate Insurance, American Honda,
Bell Atlantic, Hormel Foods, Ricosito Corn,
Shell Oil and Washington Mutual.

This tribute is to recognize and honor the in-
dividuals who have demonstrated leadership,
volunteerism and dedication. La Agencia de
Orci Partners, Hector Orci and Norma Orci,
founders and co-chairs, Roberto Orci, Presi-
dent, and Mariene Garcia, Executive Vice-
President are committed to their industry lead-
ership. La Agencia was instrumental in form-
ing the Association of Hispanic Advertising
Agencies (AHAA) with Hector Orci elected as
its founding President. Actively engaged in
building relationships with organizations in
meaningful ways, La Agencia consistently de-
velops solutions that make a positive dif-
ference for individuals and communities
throughout our country.

La Agencia and their 83 agency associates
actively participate in cultural and civic pro-
grams by providing award winning probono
advertising to the United Way, Mexican Amer-
ican Legal Defense and Education Fund
(MALDEF). The National Association of Elect-
ed and Appointed Officials (NALEO). Census
1990 and 2000, and the Children’s Bureau of
Southern California.

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues,
please join me in paying tribute to La Agencia
de Orci as they continue their extraordinary
commitment to the community. They have
earned and deserve our recognition, respect,
and praise.
f

HONORING MR. JEROME COHEN,
SOUTHTOWN COUNCIL 1999 AMER-
ICAN CITIZEN

HON. KAREN McCARTHY
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor a legendary Kansas Cit-
izen and extraordinary friend, Mr. Jerome
Cohen. This week Jerry Cohen will be recog-
nized as the Southtown Council’s 1999 Amer-
ican Citizen for his historic record of civic serv-
ice and volunteerism. This philanthropy and
devotion to our community is an extraordinary
model for all of us to follow. It is often said
that Jerry’s life is the consummate 20th Cen-
tury Horatio Alger’s story. He created a suc-
cessful business and then focused on charity
and helping those most in need. This tribute
acknowledges his amazing capacity to give
and the monumental impact he continues to
have in our community.

Annually, the Southtown Council nominates
an outstanding leader whose efforts greatly
serve the area. This year’s beneficiary of their
American Citizen award, Jerry Cohen, is no
exception. Born to Lithuanian immigrant par-
ents and equipped with a strong work ethic,
Jerry Cohen built a prosperous modern copier
and business machine enterprise. Our com-
munity recognizes his friendship and an amaz-
ing six decades worth of charitable support to
organizations like the Mayor’s Christmas Tree
Fund, the Starlight Theatre, the Shriners, the
Liberty Memorial, the Parks and Recreation
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Department, the American Humanics Founda-
tion, and the Boy Scouts of America.

The Southtown Council was created by
businesses, organizations, neighborhood as-
sociations to address the community concerns
of Southtown Kansas City specifically from
47th to 75th Street and Prospect to Main
Street. The Southtown Council has a 17 year
record of philanthropy and is committed to the
public development of South Kansas City. Mr.
Cohen’s involvement as a civic and business
leader supports the Council’s remarkable suc-
cess and mission to preserve the priceless
legacy not just of Southtown Kansas City but
of the Greater Kansas City area as well.

I take great pride in knowing Jerry Cohen as
a friend and mentor. Mr. Speaker, please join
me today in congratulating Jerry Cohen as a
model American Citizen.

f

THE DAKOTA WATER RESOURCES
ACT OF 1999

HON. EARL POMEROY
OF NORTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 22, 1999

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce a revised version of the Dakota

Water Resources Act of 1999. The bill I intro-
duced today makes important changes to leg-
islation I introduced earlier this year, H.R.
1137. In addition to technical clarifications, the
vast majority of these changes represent the
culmination of an agreement reached between
the state of North Dakota and the Administra-
tion which lead to the Administration’s support
of the bill. I want to highlight the key items of
agreement incorporated into the bill that I am
introducing today.

First, this improved Dakota Water Re-
sources Act provides $200 million in funding
for statewide municipal, rural and industrial
(MR&I) program, a $100 million reduction from
H.R. 1137. Further, the bill clarifies that if a
MR&I revolving loan fund is established, the
funds will be treated as federal funds, there-
fore requiring compliance with federal laws
such as the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Additionally, the bill today removes
the $40 million in authorized funding for the
replacement of the Four Bears Bridge across
an arm of Lake Sakakawea on the Ft.
Berthold Indian Reservation contained in H.R.
1137.

The bill also includes a provision to ensure
the interests of Canada are met. Prior to the
construction of any water delivery system to
deliver Missouri River water into the Hudson

Bay Basin, the Secretary of Interior, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State and the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, must determine that adequate treat-
ment can be provided.

Further, the State of North Dakota would be
required to pay a pro-rata share of the oper-
ation, maintenance and replacement (OM&R)
costs on existing principal supply works, in-
cluding associated mitigation, based on a per-
centage of capacity use. Secondly, the state
would pay 100 percent of OM&R on all new
facilities with the exception of facilities re-
quired to meet treaty obligations or those for
compliance with Reclamation law. Further, the
state would be required to pay for all energy
costs to authorized facilities.

Finally, the bill eliminates the provision in
H.R. 1137 which linked the full funding of the
Natural Resources Trust to the completion of
the Red River Valley project.

Mr. Speaker, the Dakota Water Resources
Act today represents a broad consensus
among various interests across the state of
North Dakota and the Administration. I believe
that the changes made today further improve
the bill and will ensure that we are able to
meet North Dakota’s future water needs.
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Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
September 23, 1999 may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

SEPTEMBER 28

9:30 a.m.
Veterans Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations
of the American Legion.

345 Cannon Building
Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on Parkinson’s disease

research and treatment.
SH–216

10 a.m.
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

To hold hearings to examine public own-
ership of the United States stock mar-
ket issues.

SD–538
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

To hold hearings on the nomination of
Michael J. Frazier, of Maryland, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Transpor-
tation; the nomination of Stephen D.
Van Beek, of the District of Columbia,
to be Associate Deputy Secretary of
Transportation; and the nomination of
Linda Joan Morgan, of Maryland, to be
a Member of the Surface Transpor-
tation Board.

SR–253

Environment and Public Works
Transportation and Infrastructure Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on the proposed fiscal

year 2000 budget request for the Gen-
eral Services Administration and the
Courthouse construction program.

SD–406
10:30 a.m.

Foreign Relations
To hold hearings to examine the disarray

in the international community, focus-
ing on facing Saddam’s Iraq.

SD–419
2 p.m.

Judiciary
Youth Violence Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine effective ju-
venile intervention programs.

SD–226

SEPTEMBER 29

9 a.m.
Small Business

Business meeting to consider proposed
legislation regarding women owned
businesses.

SR–428A
9:30 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on S. 1508, to provide

technical and legal assistance for tribal
justice systems and members of Indian
tribes.

SR–485
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

Business meeting to consider pending
calendar business.

SD–430
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Surface Transportation and Merchant Ma-

rine Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 1501, to improve

motor carrier safety.
SR–253

Environment and Public Works
To hold hearings on pending calendar

business.
SD–406

10 a.m.
Joint Economic Committee

To hold hearings on biotechnology
issues.

SH–216
2:30 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Water and Power Subcommittee

To hold oversight hearings on the prac-
tices of the Bureau of Reclamation re-
garding operations and maintenance
costs and contract renewals.

SD–366

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine national

technical information services issues.
SR–253

SEPTEMBER 30

9 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to review the Adminis-
tration’s agriculture agenda for the up-
coming World Trade Organization
meeting in Seattle.

SR–328A
9:30 a.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Consumer Affairs, Foreign Commerce, and

Tourism Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 1130, to amend

title 49, United States Code, with re-
spect to liability of motor vehicle rent-
al or leasing companies for the neg-
ligent operation of rented or leased
motor vehicles.

SR–253
2:30 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 1457, to amend the

Energy Policy Act of 1992 to assess op-
portunities to increase carbon storage
on national forests derived from the
public domain and to facilitate vol-
untary and accurate reporting of forest
projects that reduce atmospheric car-
bon dioxide concentrations.

SD–366

OCTOBER 6

9 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to review public policy
related to biotechnology, focusing on
domestic approval process, benefits of
biotechnology and an emphasis on
challenges facing farmers to segrega-
tion of product.

SR–328A
9:30 a.m.

Indian Affairs
Business meeting to consider pending

calendar business.
SR–485

OCTOBER 7

9 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to review public policy
related to biotechnology, focusing on
domestic approval process, benefits of
biotechnology and an emphasis on
challenges facing farmers to segrega-
tion of product.

SR–328A
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Senate agreed to the conference report on National Defense Authoriza-
tion.

House Committees ordered reported 13 sundry measures.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S11189–S11275
Measures Introduced: Twelve bills were intro-
duced, as follows: S. 1611–1622.                    Page S11255

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 383, to establish a national policy of basic con-

sumer fair treatment for airline passengers, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept.
No. 106–162)                                                            Page S11255

VA–HUD Appropriations: Committee on Appro-
priations was discharged from further consideration
of H.R. 2684, making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban
Development, and for sundry independent agencies,
commissions, corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, and the Senate
began consideration of the bill, after striking all after
page 2, line 9 over to and including page 95, line
3, and inserting in lieu thereof the text of S. 1596,
Senate companion measure, and taking action on the
following amendments proposed thereto:
                                       Pages S11201–29, S11232–37, S11244–51

Adopted:
Bond (for Byrd) Amendment No. 1744, to pro-

vide an additional $600,000,000 for the Veterans
Health Administration for medical care and to des-
ignate such amount as an emergency requirement.
                                                                  Pages S11208–12, S11227

Bond Amendment No. 1760, to strike certain
provisions that amend the Fair Housing Act.
                                                                                          Page S11225

Mikulski (for Inouye) Amendment No. 1777, to
provide that the amount made available for a special
purpose grant under section 107 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 to the Coun-
ty of Hawaii for the purpose of an environmental
impact statement for the development of a water re-

source system in Kohala, Hawaii, may be used to
fund certain water system improvements.   Page S11234

Bond Amendment No. 1779, to clarify the prohi-
bition on using Federal funds for lobbying or litiga-
tion activity.                                                               Page S11244

Bond (for Snowe) Amendment No. 1780, to ex-
press the Sense of the Senate that it should be the
goal of the Department of Veterans Affairs to serve
all veterans equitably at health care facilities in
urban and rural areas.                                             Page S11245

Bond (for Fitzgerald/Durbin) Amendment No.
1785, to provide a period of time for consultation
and evaluation of any realignment plan for the VISN
12 health care delivery system.                         Page S11247

DeWine Amendment No. 1782, to prohibit the
use of funds by the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for the establishment at any field
center of a research capability that would duplicate
a research capability that exists at another field cen-
ter.                                                                           Pages S11247–48

DeWine Amendment No. 1781, to prohibit the
use of funds by the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for the transfer of research aircraft
from Glenn Research Center, Ohio, to any other
field center.                                                                  Page S11248

Bond Amendment No. 1786, to provide for a
General Accounting Office study on Federal Home
Loan Bank capital.                                                   Page S11249

Rejected:
Smith (of NH) Amendment No. 1757, to provide

an additional $209,500,000 for Medical Care for the
Veterans Health Administration, an additional
$5,000,000 for the Homeless Providers Grant and
Per Diem (GPD) program, and an additional
$10,000,000 for grants for construction of State ex-
tended care facilities for veterans, and to provide an
offsetting reduction of $224,500,000 in amounts
available for the AmeriCorps program. (By 61 yeas
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to 38 nays (Vote No. 286), Senate tabled the amend-
ment.)                                                     Pages S11219–25, S11227

Withdrawn:
Reed Amendment No. 1778, to increase funding

for lead hazard control.                                  Pages S11236–37

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:

By 36 yeas to 63 nays (Vote No. 285), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected the motion
to waive the Congressional Budget Act with respect
to the consideration of Wellstone Amendment No.
1747, to increase the amount appropriated for the
Veterans Health Administration of the Department
of Veterans Affairs by $1,300,000,000. Subse-
quently, a point of order against the amendment
pursuant to section 302(F) of the Congressional
Budget Act was sustained, and the amendment thus
fell.                                                     Pages S11212–19, S11225–27

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for amendments to be proposed to the bill.
                                                                                          Page S11249

Senate will continue consideration of the bill on
Thursday, September 23, 1999.
National Defense Authorization—Conference
Report: By 93 yeas to 5 nays, 1 responding present
(Vote No. 284), Senate agreed to the conference re-
port on S. 1059, to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal year 2000 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construction, and for
defense activities of the Department of Energy, and
to prescribe personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces.                            Pages S11189–S11201

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Gregory A. Baer, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury.

Mary Carlin Yates, of Washington, to be Ambas-
sador to the Republic of Burundi.

Joel A. Pisano, of New Jersey, to be United States
District Judge for the District of New Jersey.

James M. Lyons, of Colorado, to be United States
Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit.

Allen R. Snyder, of Maryland, to be United States
Circuit Judge for the District of Columbia Circuit.

1 Air Force nomination in the rank of general.
                                                                                          Page S11275

Messages From the House                               Page S11253

Measures Referred                                        Pages S11253–54

Measures Placed on Calendar                       Page S11254

Communications:                                           Pages S11254–55

Petitions:                                                                     Page S11255

Executive Reports of Committees:             Page S11255

Statements on Introduced Bills:          Pages S11255–67

Additional Cosponsors:                             Pages S11267–68

Amendments Submitted:                         Pages S11268–73

Authority for Committees:                              Page S11273

Additional Statements:                              Pages S11273–74

Record Votes: Three record votes were taken today.
(Total—286)                                        Pages S11201, S11226–27

Recess: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and recessed
at 7:04 p.m., until 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, Sep-
tember 23, 1999. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S11274.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

VIEQUES TRAINING RANGE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Readi-
ness and Management Support held hearings on the
national security requirements for continued training
operations at the Vieques Training Range in Puerto
Rico, and the importance this training site has to
the readiness of the U.S. Second Fleet, and the U.S.
Marine Corps Forces, Atlantic, receiving testimony
from Vice Adm. William J. Fallon, USN, Com-
mander, United States Second Fleet; and Lt. Gen.
Peter Pace, USMC, Commander, United States Ma-
rine Forces Atlantic.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
ordered favorably reported the following business
items:

S. 710, to authorize the feasibility study on the
preservation of certain Civil War battlefields along
the Vicksburg Campaign Trail, with amendments;

S. 905, to establish the Lackawanna Valley Amer-
ican Heritage Area, with amendments;

S. 1117, to establish the Corinth Unit of Shiloh
National Military Park, in the vicinity of the city of
Corinth, Mississippi, and in the State of Tennessee,
with amendments;

S. 1324, to expand the boundaries of the Gettys-
burg National Military Park to include Wills House;

S. 1051, to amend the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act to manage the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve more effectively, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute;

S. 1030, to provide that the conveyance by the
Bureau of Land Management of the surface estate to
certain land in the State of Wyoming in exchange
for certain private land will not result in the removal
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of the land from operation of the mining laws, with
an amendment;

S. 623, to amend Public Law 89–108 to increase
authorization levels for State and Indian tribal, mu-
nicipal, rural, and industrial water supplies, to meet
current and future water quantity and quality needs
of the Red River Valley, to deauthorize certain
project features and irrigation service areas, to en-
hance natural resources and fish and wildlife habitat,
with amendments;

S. 624, to authorize construction of the Fort Peck
Reservation Rural Water System in the State of
Montana, with an amendment in the nature of a
substitute;

S. 769, to provide a final settlement on certain
debt owed by the city of Dickinson, North Dakota,
for the construction of the bascule gates on the
Dickinson Dam, with an amendment;

S. 986, to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
convey the Griffith Project to the Southern Nevada
Water Authority, with an amendment in the nature
of a substitute;

S. 1211, to amend the Colorado River Basin Sa-
linity Control Act to authorize additional measures
to carry out the control of salinity upstream of Im-
perial Dam in a cost-effective manner, with an
amendment;

S. 1275, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to produce and sell products and to sell publications
relating to the Hoover Dam, and to deposit revenues
generated from the sales into the Colorado River
Dam fund;

S. 1377, to amend the Central Utah Project Com-
pletion Act regarding the use of funds for water de-
velopment for the Bonneville Unit, with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1236, to extend the deadline under the Federal
Power Act for commencement of the construction of
the Arrowrock Dam Hydroelectric Project in the
State of Idaho;

S. 1288, to provide incentives for collaborative
forest restoration projects on National Forest System
and other public lands in New Mexico, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and

The nomination of Ivan Itkin, of Pennsylvania, to
be Director of the Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management, Department of Energy.

DOJ HANDLING OF THE CHARLIE TRIE
CASE
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee con-
cluded hearings to examine the Department of Jus-
tice’s handling of the Charlie Trie case, relating to
the campaign finance investigation, after receiving
testimony from Roberta Parker, Special Agent,
Kevin Sheridan, Special Agent, Daniel Wehr, Special
Agent, and former Special Agent In Charge Ivian C.
Smith, all of the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Laura Ingersoll and Lee J. Radek, all of the Depart-
ment of Justice.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Rules and Administration: Committee met
and discussed procedural issues relating to S. Res.
172, to establish a special committee of the Senate
to address the cultural crisis facing America, and
will meet again tomorrow.

AMERICAN INDIAN TRUST FUND
MANAGEMENT REFORM
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
hearings on S. 1587, to amend the American Indian
Trust Fund Management Reform Act of 1994 to es-
tablish within the Department of the Interior an Of-
fice of Special Trustee for Data Cleanup and Internal
Control, and S. 1589, to amend the American Indian
Trust Fund Management Reform Act of 1994, after
receiving testimony from Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of
the Interior; Charles Tillman, Osage Nation,
Pawhuska, Oklahoma, on behalf of the Intertribal
Monitoring Association on Indian Trust Funds; Anna
Whiting Sorrell, Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes of the Flathead Nation, Pablo, Montana; Jerry
Reynolds, First Nations Development Institute,
Fredericksburg, Virginia; Reid Peyton Chambers,
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, and Endreson, Wash-
ington, D.C., on behalf of the Assiniboine and Sioux
Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation; and Susan M.
Masten, Yurok Tribe, Eureka, California.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee will meet again tomorrow.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 13 public bills, H.R. 2909–2921;
and 3 resolutions, H. Con. Res. 187–188 and H.
Res. 298, were introduced.                           Pages H8555–56

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:
Supplemental report on H.R. 2559, to amend the

Federal Crop Insurance Act to strengthen the safety
net for agricultural producers by providing greater
access to more affordable risk management tools and
improved protection from production and income
loss, to improve the efficiency and integrity of the
Federal crop insurance program (H. Rept. 106–300
part 2); and

H. Res. 299, providing for the consideration of
H.R. 2506, to amend title IX of the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend the Agency for
Health Care Policy and Research (H. Rept.
106–328).                                                                       Page H8555

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative Ewing
to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.        Page H8471

Consolidation of Milk Marketing Orders: The
House passed H.R. 1402, to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to implement the Class I milk price
structure known as Option 1–A as part of the imple-
mentation of the final rule to consolidate Federal
milk marketing orders by a recorded vote of 285
ayes to 140 noes, Roll No. 436.          Pages H8475–H8523

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute as amended and made in order
by the rule.                                                                    Page H8523

Agreed to:
The Stenholm amendment that establishes a tem-

porary pilot program under which milk producers
and cooperatives are authorized to voluntarily enter
into forward price contracts with milk handlers. The
pilot program does not apply to Class I milk.
                                                                                    Pages H8491–99

Rejected:
The Green amendment that sought to require a

national referendum by dairy farmers on Department
of Agriculture proposed milk marketing reforms (re-
jected by a recorded vote of 102 ayes to 323 noes,
Roll No. 430);                                 Pages H8488–91, H8497–98

The Dooley amendment to the Stenholm amend-
ment that sought to extend the forward pricing con-
tract pilot program to all classes of milk including
fluid milk (rejected by a recorded vote of 155 ayes
to 270 noes, Roll No. 431);                         Pages H8496–98

The Kind amendment that sought to establish a
national pooling of receipts from Class I or fluid
milk;                                                                         Pages H8502–04

The Gutknecht amendment that sought to pro-
hibit a cooperative marketing association from pay-
ing producers a price that is less than the federal
milk marketing order blend minimum price (re-
jected by a recorded vote of 112 ayes to 313 noes,
Roll No. 432);                           Pages H8499–H8502, H8512–13

The Ryan of Wisconsin amendment that sought
to establish that the maximum Class I milk differen-
tial may not exceed $2.27 per hundredweight (re-
jected by a recorded vote of 109 ayes to 318 noes,
Roll No. 433);                                 Pages H8504–07, H8513–14

The Manzullo amendment that sought to condi-
tion the implementation of the Act on the U.S.
Trade Representative’s certification that it presents
no risk of interference with any international trade
negotiation (rejected by a recorded vote of 113 ayes
to 315 noes, Roll No. 434); and
                                                                      Pages H8507–12, H8514

The Boehner amendment that sought to terminate
all existing Federal milk marketing orders on Janu-
ary 1, 2001 (rejected by a recorded vote of 124 ayes
to 302 noes, Roll No. 435).                         Pages H8514–22

The Clerk was authorized in the engrossment of
the bill to correct section numbers, punctuation, and
cross references, and to make other necessary tech-
nical and conforming corrections to reflect the ac-
tions of the House.                                                    Page H8523

H. Res. 294, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to on September 21.

Intelligence Authorization Conference: The
House disagreed to the Senate amendment to H.R.
1555, to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
for intelligence and intelligence-related activities of
the United States Government, the Community
Management Account, and the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System, and
agreed to a conference. Appointed as conferees from
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence:
Representatives Goss, Lewis of California, McCol-
lum, Castle, Boehlert, Bass, Gibbons, LaHood, Wil-
son, Dixon, Pelosi, Bishop, Sisisky, Condit, Roemer,
and Hastings of Florida. Appointed as conferees from
the Committee on Armed Services for consideration
of defense tactical intelligence and related activities:
Representatives Spence, Stump, and Andrews.
                                                                                    Pages H8523–24
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Juvenile Justice Reform: Representative Lofgren
moved to instruct conferees on H.R. 1501, to pro-
vide grants to ensure increased accountability for ju-
venile offenders, to recommend a conference sub-
stitute that (1) includes a loophole-free system that
assures that no criminals or other prohibited pur-
chasers (e.g. murderers, rapists, child molesters, fugi-
tives from justice, undocumented aliens, stalkers and
batterers) obtain firearms from non-licensed persons
and federally licensed firearms dealers at gun shows;
(2) does not include provisions that weaken current
gun safety law; and (3) includes provisions that aid
in the enforcement of current laws against criminals
who use guns (e.g. murderers, rapists, child molest-
ers, fugitives from justice, stalkers and batterers).
The ordered vote on the motion was postponed until
Sept. 23.                                                                 Pages H8524–31

Historically Black Colleges and Universities: The
House agreed to H. Res. 293, expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives in support of ‘‘Na-
tional Historically Black Colleges and Universities
Week.’’                                                                    Pages H8531–35

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
appears on page H8494.
Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on pages
H8557–58.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Seven recorded votes devel-
oped during the proceedings of the House today and
appear on pages H8497–98, H8498, H8512–13,
H8513–14, H8514, H8522, and H8523. There were
no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10:00 a.m. and
adjourned at 10:57 p.m.

Committee Meetings
ATLANTIC FLEET TRAINING CENTER—
READINESS IMPLICATIONS
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Readiness held a hearing on readiness implica-
tions concerning the Atlantic Fleet Training Center,
Vieques, Puerto Rico. Testimony was heard from
Resident Commissioner Romero-Barceló; the fol-
lowing officials of the Department of the Navy: Vice
Adm. William J. Fallon, USN, Commander, 2nd
Fleet; Lt. Gen. Peter Pace, USMC, Commander, U.S.
Marine Forces, Atlantic; Rear Adm. John M. John-
son, USN, Commander, Carrier Group 6; Brig. Gen.
Emo Gardner, USMC, Assistant Deputy Chief of
Staff, Aviation; and Rear Adm. Cutler Dawson,
USN, former Commander, Cruiser Destroyer Group
12.

RUSSIAN MONEY LAUNDERING
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Continued
hearings on Russian Money Laundering. Testimony
was heard from James Robinson, Assistant Attorney
General, Criminal Division, Department of Justice;
and public witnesses.

COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL
RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND
LIABILITY ACT IMPROVEMENTS
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Finance and
Hazardous Materials concluded hearings on legisla-
tion to Improve the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, focusing
on the following bills: H.R. 1300, Recycle America’s
Land Act of 1999; and H.R. 2580, Land Recycling
Act of 1999. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the EPA: Tim Fields, Assistant
Administrator, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency
Response; and Steven Herman, Assistant Adminis-
trator, Enforcement and Compliance Assurance; and
public witnesses.

ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND
TRANSPLANTATION NETWORK
AMENDMENTS
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Health and
Environment held a hearing on H.R. 2418, Organ
Procurement and Transplantation Network Amend-
ments of 1999. Testimony was heard from William
Raub, M.D., Deputy Assistant Secretary, Planning
and Evaluation/Science Policy, Department of Health
and Human Services; and public witnesses.

PADUCAH GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations held a hearing on the Paducah
Gaseous Diffusion Plant: An Assessment of Worker
Safety and Environmental Contamination. Testimony
was heard from David Michaels, Assistant Secretary,
Environment, Safety and Health, Department of En-
ergy; Richard D. Green, Director, Region 4, Waste
Management Division, EPA; Malcolm R. Knapp,
Deputy Executive Director, Operations for Materials,
Research, and State Programs, NRC; Robert Logan,
Commissioner, Department of Environmental Protec-
tion, State of Kentucky; and public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—2000 CENSUS
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on the
Census held an oversight hearing of the 2000 Cen-
sus: Discussion of the Effects of Including Puerto
Rico in the 2000 U.S. Population Totals. Testimony
was heard from Representatives Serrano, Romero-
Barceló and Faleomavaega; and Kenneth Prewitt, Di-
rector, Bureau of the Census. Department of Com-
merce.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST D1019September 22, 1999

STATISTICAL EFFICIENCY ACT
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information, and Tech-
nology approved for full Committee action the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 2885, amended, Statistical Effi-
ciency Act of 1999; and H.R. 2513, to direct the
Administrator of General Services to acquire a build-
ing located in Terre Haute, Indiana.

TERRORISM PREPAREDNESS
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
National Security, Veterans Affairs and International
Relations held a hearing on Terrorism Preparedness:
Medical First Response. Testimony was heard from
the following officials of the Department of Health
and Human Services: Robert F. Knouss, Director,
Office of Emergency Preparedness; and Scott
Lillibridge, M.D., Director, Bio-Terrorism Prepared-
ness Response Program, National Center for Infec-
tious Diseases, Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention; and public witnesses.

TRADE IN THE AMERICAS
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Economic Policy and Trade held a
hearing on Trade in the Americas: Progress, Chal-
lenges, and Prospect. Testimony was heard from
Walter Bastian, Director, Office of Latin America
and the Caribbean, International Trade Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce; Douglas Browning,
Assistant Commissioner, International Affairs, U.S.
Customs Service, Department of the Treasury; and
public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Ordered reported the fol-
lowing measures: H. Con. Res. 124, expressing the
sense of the Congress relating to recent allegations
of espionage and illegal campaign financing that
have brought into question the loyalty and probity
of Americans of Asian ancestry; H.R. 2005, amend-
ed, Workplace Goods Job Growth and Competitive-
ness Act of 1999; and H.R. 1791, amended, Federal
Law Enforcement Animal Protection Act of 1999.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Ordered reported the following
bills: H.R. 20, Upper Delaware Scenic and Rec-
reational River Mongaup Visitor Center Act of 1999;
H.R. 748, amended, to amend the Act that estab-
lished the Keweenaw National Historical Park to re-
quire the Secretary of the Interior to consider nomi-
nees of various local interests in appointing members
of the Keweenaw National Historical Parks Advisory
Commission; S. 944, to amend Public Law 105–188
to provide for the mineral leasing of certain Indian
lands in Oklahoma; H.R. 1615, Lamprey Wild and

Scenic River Extension Act; H.R. 1665, amended, to
allow the National Park Service to acquire certain
land for addition to the Wilderness Battlefield in
Virginia, as previously authorized by law, by pur-
chase or exchange as well as by donation; H.R.
2140, amended, to improve protection and manage-
ment of the Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area in the State of Georgia; H.R. 2547,
amended, Chugach Alaska Natives Settlement Im-
plementation Act of 1999; and H.R. 2841, to
amend the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Is-
lands to provide for greater fiscal autonomy con-
sistent with other United States jurisdictions.

HEALTH RESEARCH AND QUALITY ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a modi-
fied open rule, providing 1 hour of debate on H.R.
2506, Health Research and Quality Act of 1999.
The rule provides that the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Committee on
Commerce now printed in the bill be considered as
an original bill for the purpose of amendment. The
rule provides that the amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be open for amendment by section.
The rule provides for the consideration of pro forma
amendments and those amendments pre-printed in
the Congressional Record, which may be offered only
by the Member who caused it to be printed or his
designee, and shall be considered as read. The rule
permits the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole to postpone votes during consideration of the
bill, and to reduce voting time to five minutes on
a postponed question if the vote follows a fifteen
minute vote. Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instructions. Testimony
was heard from Representatives Bilirakis and Brown
of Ohio.

OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO UTILIZATION
OF TECHNOLOGY IN THE CLASSROOM
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Technology
and the Subcommittee on Basic Research held a
joint hearing on Overcoming Barriers to Utilization
of Technology in the Classroom. Testimony was
heard from George O. Strawn, Executive Officer,
Computer and Information Science and Engineering
Directorate, NSF; and public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—TVA
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Water Resources and Environment
held a hearing on TVA: Electricity Restructuring
and General Oversight. Testimony was heard from
David N. Smith, Chief Financial Officer, TVA;
Linda M. Calbom, Director, Civil Audits, GAO; and
public witnesses.
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MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Ordered reported, as
amended, the following measures: H.R. 1663, Na-
tional Medal of Honor Memorial Act; and H.J. Res.
65, commending the World War II veterans who
fought in the Battle of the Bulge.

STRENGTHENING MEDICARE FOR FUTURE
GENERATIONS
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Health held a hearing on Strengthening Medicare for
Future Generations. Testimony was heard from Dan
L. Crippen, Director, CBO; David M. Walker,
Comptroller General, GAO; and public witnesses.

Joint Meetings
APPROPRIATIONS—AGRICULTURE

Conferees continued to resolve the differences be-
tween the Senate and House passed versions of H.R.
1906, making appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, but did not complete action there-
on, and recessed subject to call.

APPROPRIATIONS—FOREIGN OPS/EXPORT
FINANCING

Conferees met to resolve the differences between the
Senate and House passed versions of H.R. 2606,
making appropriations for foreign operations, export
financing, and related programs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, but did not complete
action thereon, and recessed subject to call.

APPROPRIATIONS—DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

Conferees continued in evening session to resolve
the differences between the Senate and House passed
versions of H.R. 2561, making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
SEPTEMBER 23, 1999

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: to hold

hearings on the nomination of Paul W. Fiddick, of Texas,
to be an Assistant Secretary of Agriculture; and the nomi-
nation of Andrew C. Fish, of Vermont, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture, and proposed legislation author-
izing funds for the Commodity Exchange Act, focusing
on the impact of electronic trading on regulation, 9 a.m.,
SH–216.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: busi-
ness meeting to consider the nomination of Harry J.

Bowie, of Mississippi, to be a Member of the Board of
Directors of the National Consumer Cooperative Bank;
the nomination of John D. Hawke, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, to be Comptroller of the Currency; the nomi-
nation of Dorian Vanessa Weaver, of Arkansas, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the Export-Import
Bank of the United States; the nomination of Dan Her-
man Renberg, of Maryland, to be a Member of the Board
of Directors of the Export-Import Bank of the United
States; and the nomination of Roger Walton Ferguson,
Jr., of Massachusetts, to be Vice Chairman of the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, and proposed
legislation authorizing funds for the Export Administra-
tion Act, 9 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold over-
sight hearings to explore the potential consequences of
the year 2000 computer problem to the Nation’s supply
of electricity, 9:30 a.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: to hold hear-
ings on the nomination of Richard A. Meserve, of Vir-
ginia, to be a Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission; the nomination of Paul L. Hill, Jr., of West Vir-
ginia, to be Chairperson of the Chemical Safety and Haz-
ard Investigation Board; the nomination of Major General
Phillip R. Anderson, United States Army, to be a Mem-
ber and President of the Mississippi River Commission,
under the provisions of Section 2 of an Act of Congress,
approved June 1879 (21 Stat. 37) (33 USC 642); the
nomination of Sam Epstein Angel, of Arkansas, to be a
Member of the Mississippi River Commission; and the
nomination of Brigadier General Robert H. Griffin,
United States Army, to be a Member of the Mississippi
River Commission, under the provisions of Section 2 of
an Act of Congress, approved June 1879 (21 Stat. 37) (33
USC 642), 3 p.m., SD–406.

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine issues on corruption in Russia, 3:30 p.m., SD–419.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management, Restructuring
and the District of Columbia, to hold hearings to exam-
ine quality management issues at the federal level, 9:30
a.m., SD–628.

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider
pending calendar business, 10 a.m., SD–226.

Subcommittee on Immigration, to hold hearings to ex-
amine Immigration and Naturalization Service reform
issues, 2 p.m., SD–226.

Committee on Rules and Administration: business meeting
to markup of S. Res. 172, to establish a special com-
mittee of the Senate to address the cultural crisis facing
America, 9 a.m., SR–301.

House
Committee on Agriculture, to consider H.R. 2389, County

Schools Funding Revitalization Act of 1999, 10 a.m.,
1300 Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education, to mark up
appropriations for fiscal year 2000, 10 a.m., 2358 Ray-
burn.
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Committee on the Budget, hearing on Fixing Our Schools
From the Bottom Up, State, Local and Private Reform
Initiatives, 10:30 a.m., 210 Cannon.

Committee on Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy and
Power, hearing on the following: Reauthorization of Ex-
piring Energy Policy and Conservation Act Programs; and
on the Energy Policy and Conservation Act Amendments;
followed by a mark up of the following: a measure to re-
authorize the Energy Policy and Conservation Act; and
H.R. 2531, Nuclear Regulatory Commission Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2000, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing
on Blood Safety and Availability, 10 a.m., 2322 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, hearing on Fighting
Prostate Cancer: Are We Doing Enough? 10 a.m., 2154
Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, to mark up the fol-
lowing measures: H. Res. 292, expressing the sense of the
House of Representatives regarding the referendum in
East Timor, calling on the Government of Indonesia to
assist in the termination of the current civil unrest and
violence in East Timor, and supporting a United Nations
Security Council-endorsed multinational force for East
Timor; H. Res. 181, condemning the kidnapping and
murder by the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia
(FARC) of 3 United States citizens, Ingrid
Washinawatok, Terence Freitas, and Lahe’ena’e Gay; H.R.
2608, to amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to
clarify the definition of ‘‘major drug-transit country’’
under the international narcotics control program; H.J.
Res. 65, commending the World War II veterans who
fought in the Battle of the Bulge; and H. Con. Res. 187,
expressing the sense of Congress regarding the European
Council noise rule affecting hushkitted and reengined air-
craft, 1:30 p.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Commer-
cial and Administrative Law, oversight hearing on the
Abuses of Individual Rights by Independent Counsel, 11
a.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on the Constitution, hearing on H.R.
1173, States’ Choice of Voting Systems Act, 2 p.m.,
2226 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Crime, to mark up H.R. 2558, Pris-
on Industries Reform Act of 1999, 1:30 p.m., 2141 Ray-
burn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife and Oceans, hearing on the following
bills: H.R. 2496, to reauthorize the Junior Duck Stamp

Conservation and Design Program Act of 1994; H.R.
2821, to amend the North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Act to provide for appointment of 2 additional
members of the North American Wetlands Conservation
Council; and H.R. 1775, Estuary Habitat Restoration Act
of 1999, 10 a.m., 1334 Longworth.

Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, to
mark up the following bills: S. 382, Minuteman Missile
National Historic Site Establishment Act of 1999; H.R.
1695, to provide for the conveyance of certain Federal
public lands in the Ivanpah Valley, Nevada, to Clark
County, Nevada, for the development of an airport facil-
ity; H.R. 1725, Miwaketa Park Expansion Act; and H.R.
2737, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to convey
to the State of Illinois certain Federal land associated with
the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail to be used
as an historic and interpretive site along the trail, 10
a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Space and Aero-
nautics, hearing on Space Shuttle Safety, 10 a.m., 2318
Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Technology, hearing on Small Manu-
facturing and the Challenges of the New Millennium, 1
p.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to mark
up the following measures: H. Con. Res. 187, Expressing
the sense of Congress regarding the European Council
noise rule affecting hushkitted and reengined aircraft; and
H.R. 2910, to amend title 49, United States Code, to au-
thorize appropriations for the National Transportation
Safety Board for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002, 10
a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations, hearing on fraud and mis-
management in the Department of Veterans Affairs, 10
a.m., 334 Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on
Human Resources, oversight hearing of the Child Support
Enforcement Program, 11 a.m., B–318 Rayburn.

Joint Meetings
Conference: closed meeting of conferees on H.R. 1555,

to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2000 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Management Ac-
count, and the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement
and Disability System, 2 p.m., SH–219.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Thursday, September 23

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate expects to resume con-
sideration of H.R. 2466, Department of the Interior Ap-
propriations, and will continue consideration of H.R.
2684, VA–HUD Appropriations.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

10 a.m., Thursday, September 23

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 1875,
Interstate Class Action Jurisdiction Act of 1999 (modified
open rule, one hour of general debate).
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